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(A) State Success Factors (125 total points)

(A)(1) Articulating State’s education reform agenda and LEAS’ participation in it (65 points)
The extent to which—

(i) The State has set forth a comprehensive andreohreform agenda that clearly articulates iegy@or implementing reforms in
the four education areas described in the ARRAIiapdoving student outcomes statewide, establishwsaa and credible path to
achieving these goals, and is consistent with pleeific reform plans that the State has proposemlitihout its applicatior(5 points)

(i) The participating LEAs (as defined in this &) are strongly committed to the State’s plardtareffective implementation of
reform in the four education areas, as evidenceléyoranda of Understanding (MOUS) (as set fortAppendix D) or other
binding agreements between the State and its jpatiicg LEAS (as defined in this notice) that irddy—(45 points)

(a) Terms and conditions that reflect strong commitnimnthe participating LEAs (as defined in this nejito the State’s
plans;

(b) Scope-of-work descriptions that require participgtiEAs (as defined in this notice) to implemenipalsignificant
portions of the State’s Race to the Top plans; and

(c) Signatures from as many as possible of the LEArmsueadent (or equivalent), the president of thealschool board
(or equivalent, if applicable), and the local tearshunion leader (if applicable) (one signaturevbfch must be from ar
authorized LEA representative) demonstrating thereof leadership support within participating L&E@s defined in
this notice); and

(i) The LEAs that are participating in the Stat®ace to the Top plans (including consideratidrif@numbers and percentages (
participating LEAs, schools, K-12 students, andishis in poverty) will translate into broad statdsvimpact, allowing the State to
reach its ambitious yet achievable goals, overalllay student subgroup, ford5 points)

(a) Increasing student achievement in (at a minimumjlireg/language arts and mathematics, as reportdtiedyAEP and the
assessments required under the ESEA,;

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroupadingélanguage arts and mathematics, as reportdtedyAEP and the
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assessments required under the ESEA,;




(c) Increasing high school graduation rates (as defimékis notice); and

(d) Increasing college enroliment (as defined in tlnsae) and increasing the number of students wimopdete at least a year’s
worth of college credit that is applicable to amegwithin two years of enroliment in an institutiof higher education.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion, as wallprojected goals as described in
(A)(1)(iii). The narrative or attachments shall alsiclude, at a minimum, the evidence listed bebowl, how each piece of evidencs
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting tteeion. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional information
the State believes will be helpful to peer reviswEor attachments included in the Appendix, notte narrative the location wher
the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (A)(2)(i):
e An example of the State’s standard Participatindg INEOU, and description of variations used, if any.
e The completed summary table indicating which spepibrtions of the State’s plan each LEA is comeditto implementing,
and relevant summary statistics (see Summary Tabl@)(1)(ii)(b), below).
e The completed summary table indicating which LE&dlership signatures have been obtained (see Suniiable for
(A)(D)(ii)(c), below).

Evidence for (A)(1)(iii):
e The completed summary table indicating the numbedspercentages of participating LEAS, schools 2kstlidents, and
students in poverty (see Summary Table for (A)(}1,)pelow).
e Tables and graphs that show the State’s goalsalbaed by subgroup, requested in the criteriogetber with the supporting
narrative. In addition, describe what the goals Mdaok like were the State not to receive an awarder this program.
Evidence for (A)(1)(ii) and (A)(2)(iii):
e The completed detailed table, by LEA, that incluttesinformation requested in the criterion (se¢aided Table for (A)(1),
below).
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(A)(1)(1) DC’s comprehensive and coherent reform agnda, with a clear and credible path to goals

The District of Columbia (DC or the District) bosghe nation’s most exciting, dynamic reform agehaaoth scope and scale, DC'’s
Race to the Top (RTTT) plan combines with ongoiffigres to detail the most comprehensive schoolrmefim DC history, spanning
early childhood to post-secondary education, atid awreach of 85% of DC public school studentgeaiicipating LEAs. Indeed,
education reform and innovation are already undgmvalassrooms all across DC, where the goals thke stakes, are high. Over the
next four years, the District will radically acoelee improvements to its lowest-achieving schaudg)ificantly boost the achievement ¢
its mid-achieving schools, and expand the reachmapdct of its highest-achieving schools. In paitic DC will pursue aggressive
LEA intervention, charter authorizer accountahilapd State support to turn around or close thigi®is most chronically low-
achieving schools. In the District of Columbia Reilfichools (DCPS), Chancellor Michelle Rhee hasmited to leveraging Race to
the Top funds with other resources and strategiggervene in more than just the bottom 5% of DGEI®ols — instead, her reach wil
expand to include the bottom 20% of DCPS schoaofgyreng that turnaround efforts focus on a highenioer of low-achieving DCPS
schools and ultimately serve more DCPS students.

31 DC LEAs comprised of 187 schools have commitidRIT T T participation. In these participating LE£Asachers will be evaluated
based on performance, with student achievementiogdar at least 50% of teacher evaluations. Effedeachers will become the

standard in DC. The State will support strong @sienal development systems and effective teaghelne programs, while teacher
certification programs that fail to provide effeetiteachers will have their program approval redok@ally, all teachers and principals i
every RTTT-participating school will have accesddta needed to be an effective teacher and delaoielr to every DC student and to
ensure that every student is held to (and meet$)igih and rigorous expectations of the Common Staiedards. The development,

refinement, and use of instructional improvemestesyis across all RTTT LEAs will be critical to D@ehievement of its RTTT goals an

objectives.
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DC’s path to success is clear and compelling bexaudike in many states, the trail has alreadylid@zed. Over 10 years ago,
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vibrant charter school movement in the Districtarted in response to a chronically under-perfogdCPS — sowed the initial
seeds of reform, creating pockets of educationvation and achievement. In 2005, the District buidon early reform efforts by
adopting new and more rigorous state academic atdadhat raised the bar for student achievemdwtsd standards are now
recognized as among the strongest in the nationpl€d with DC’s 2007 mayoral takeover of the schgystem, the District’s

growing reform culture and momentum has cataputietew levels.

DC's starting point for reform provides contrasitsocurrent trajectory. In this city-state of juster 70,000 public school student
only 38% of elementary school students testedaategtevel proficiency in reading in 2007. The stats for math were more
sobering, with only 31% of elementary school stisl@chieving grade-level proficiency. Performane®ag secondary students
was no better, with only 35% and 33% achieving griedel proficiency in reading and math, respetyivigloreover, only 43% of
ninth graders graduated from high school in the frears from 2001-2006, according to the indepehdeonducted=ditorial
Project in Education’s Graduation Countsport. Unsurprisingly, from 1985 to 2005, enrolithén DC public schools dropped by
more than 10,000 students, as families fled theatthnal system for DC private or parochial schpatswell as other neighboring
public school districts that offered the hope ofrenpromising education options. With minority statdecomprising nearly 94% o
the student population in the District, DC becanmaonal example of the moral abomination of tblei@ement gap.

Today, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan callssD@eacon of hope.” For the first time in decadg#spliment in DC schools is

beginning to rise, as the exodus of departing stisdeas been curtailed. More importantly, in jugh fears since 2007, student
proficiency has improved across both elementaryssedndary populations, with approximately 45%toélents achieving
proficiency in both reading and math (up from 36%6aading and 31% in math in 2007). Even the persidblack-white
achievement gap has begun to close. The Januafyi2fie otJ.S. News & World Reporeported, “In the past two years, the
achievement gap between white and African-Amergtadents [in DCPS] has closed from 70 percentagesim 50 percentage
points.” Although there remains much work to beeldhe tide of education reform in DC is turningaipositive direction.
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This upward trajectory can be attributed to peritbpsdoldest education reform agenda in the na@wer the past decade, DCP$

has benefitted from external pressure from a rothetter sector of 57 independent LEAS, where niagiy-achieving schools

deliver dramatic results with many high-needs sttgepulations. Indeed, DC’s charter sector hasmaptished what it was

originally conceived to do: to pressure the tradisil system to improve through its own exampleobievement. Mayoral takeove

of DCPS in 2007 enabled DC Mayor Adrian Fenty tialgissh a separate, strong state agency. He afsmrapd Chancellor
Michelle Rhee to take the helm of the still-laggDGPS system and lead an aggressive agenda ofrsgesdfierm and school
turnaround. To this point, Chancellor Rhee andié@m have worked relentlessly on behalf of DC sttalel' hrough ground-
breaking human capital initiatives such as evahggtieacher effectiveness based on student growlthegmoving ineffective
teachers and principals, Chancellor Rhee and tHe@am have delivered early and encouraging sesult

The opportunity now presented by Race to the Tepesoat a crucial juncture for the District. Othdyan jurisdictions have show
the incredible difficulty of maintaining reform m@mtum in ways that generate long-term, sustainable integrated system-wids
outcomes. Few districts, if any, have managed stasuthe pace of initial (Years 1-3) educatiomref. While DC’s political will
is in place and critical groundwork for reform heen laid, there is still much to be done; themisime to rest or slow up. At th¢
very time when reform fatigue becomes a risk, D€dseto accelerate efforts to maintain — and graw upward trajectory. Race
to the Top (RTTT) presents an unprecedented opptytio infuse new energy and resources where @aheynost needed, to help
push the District “further, faster.” RTTT can beiamportant vehicle to ensure that DC reform, muttvisich aligns directly with
RTTT goals, continues to produce dramatic improvesie student achievement and system performdimeefollowing
statewide performance objectives demonstrate hovalmxCits cutting-edge LEAs intend to take advant#geRTTT award to
accomplish the following:

¢ Increase statewide DC Comprehensive AssessmerdrByBIC-CAS) performance by 5 percentage pointygar

e Close the minority achievement gap by 5 percenpagas per year
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e Close the poverty achievement gap by 3.5 percengamgs per year over the next four years

¢ Increase National Assessment of Educational PredMAEP) scores by 10 points over four years, gravement that
will surpass the highest four-year student achi@mrgains made by any urban district in 2009 TWiddan District
Assessment (TUDA) report scores

e Raise high school graduation rates by 3 percergaugs per year

¢ Increase college enrollment by five percentagetpgier year and develop a baseline set of collegesed data from
which DC will soon measure the college-readineske@e credit accumulation, and college completates of its student

With this level of commitment and a growing traekord, DC is better positioned than any other stateemonstrate that the cor¢

components of change promoted by Race to the Twpauea will produce a dramatic, positive, and sustlale impact on student

achievement. More importantly, because of its mamgue features, DC will serve as a national méalelirban education reform;,

DC’s RTTT reform agenda supports the Theory of @eawutlined below, demonstrating a fundamental cment to: (1)
decrease the number of low-achieving schools,Hi#) mid-achieving schools to higher levels of asl@ment, and (3) increase th
total number of high-achieving schools across tiaeSThis agenda will leverage the four assuraneas outlined in the RTTT
notice and drive changes needed to redesign DCt®po of school options available to its studentitimately, DC seeks to
move to a portfolio system of high-achieving sckabht will address the needs of all DC studentsloing so, DC will reach its
ultimate reform goals of eliminating the achievetgap and becoming the highest-performing jurisaiictn the country.
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DC’s RACE TO THE TOP THEORY OF CHANGE

DC Today DC Under RTTT

- Disproportionate concentration of low- « Dramatically reduce nhumber of low-achieving
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Figure A1.1 DC RTTT Theory of Change

DC’s efforts to achieve a new portfolio of schoaisl ensure a higher proportion of high-quality edioo options for DC students

will build on the bold work already being done thghout the District, much of which aligns with RT$Teform assurance areas.

Table Al1.1 Current Practice and Plans by Assurancérea

D

HERUEIEE Current Practice Race to the Top Plans
Standards and | ¢ DC's state standards are among the strongestsinMove swiftly to adopt the new Common Core Standandth the
Assessments the nation, having received a grade of “A” from meeting date for the State Board’s approval alresdy
Stanford University’dHoover Digest ¢ Create new summative assessments with non-RTTEfund
¢ Many DC schools (but not statewide) have working with a consortium of states and to be ajwith the
interim assessments aligned to summative Common Core Standards
assessments, providing real-time information e Require LEAs to use interim assessments that willigned with
about student strengths and weaknesses the Common Core Standards




Assurance

Current Practice

Race to the Top Plans

Data System to
Improve
Instruction

Instructional improvement systems exist in
DCPS and in several charter schools
Data-driven instructional practices are
beginning to proliferate across the District

Fund the development of instructional improvemestems for
LEAs that lack sufficient systems to support dataesh instructior
Fund capacity-building for school-level data aneslys ensure thg
student data are analyzed and used to improvelatsin

—

Great Teachers
and Leaders

DC has extensive experience working with a
large local network of national partners
Alternative certification providers for teachers
and principals contribute significantly to DC’s
human capital pipeline

Teacher evaluations that use student growth
primary component are being informed by
DCPS

Human capital decisions such as dismissal,
targeted intervention, and additional
compensation are becoming enabled by
evaluations

as grincipals

Hold all certification providers, including alternge providers, to
evaluations based on graduates’ effectivenessyamgpproval
will be subject to revocation if graduate performaunoes not meet
DC standards

Build and support stronger pipelines for effectisachers and

Require all participating LEAs to have evaluatiamplace for
teachers that are based at least 50% on studestihgro

Support human capital decisions based on evalsatioough
investment in systems for decision-making, as aglprofessiona
development systems aligned to evaluations

Create professional development collaborativesippart the
dissemination of teacher effectiveness acrossysters

School
Turnaround

DC has an established track record of closing
low-achieving schools
Each of the four RTTT turnaround models ha
already been used in DC schools

].

Adopt a statewide definition of “persistently low@ghieving”
schools and ensure that turnaround plans existlfschools in thi
category

Fund planning and support efforts of school turnatbteams

UJ

Through the execution of DC’s Race to the Top pléms District envisions dramatically altering aisrrent portfolio of schools by
1. Drastically reducing the number of low-achieving skools through the implementation of intervention modwlsh as
school closure, restart, and turnaround. Effortsaapitalize on DC’s unique political will and gesnance structure to

intervene in persistently low-achieving schoolshtad leadership pipelines for school turnarowsmt] to fund the planning

and sustainability of school turnaround efforts.

2. Shifting all middle-range schools to higher levelsf performance through the implementation of standards-based
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curriculum and assessments based on internatiebalighmarked Common Core Standards. Efforts willlege data, tools
and training to improve instruction, accelerate haroapital strategies (including the compensatidnghly effective

teachers, the targeted intervention for mid-raegehers, and the removal of ineffective teacharg),ensure strong pipelines
of effective and highly effective teachers and @pals.

3. Identifying and expanding/replicating high-achieves: through the implementation of strategies to pasihigh-achieving
schools as anchors for professional learning conitsnaallaborative. Efforts will support in-houseateher pipeline programs
and grant priority access to facilities. LEAs via# encouraged to expand or replicate their higaelsieving schools in order {
expand quality seats for students and share bastiqes throughout DC.

The District’'s RTTT Theory of Change is predicatgubn collaboration and replication of bold and effilee practices, as well as
the study and continuous improvement of such prastin pursuit of excellence. DC will leveragesithool model diversity to
raise student achievement by increasing the nuofteudents being served by high-achieving schaal) traditional and charter.
With this overall outcome in mind, DC has estal@dlambitious goals and performance measures faretktefour years (outlined
in Appendix Al1.2).

DC’s UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS POSITION THE STATE FOR RACE TO THE TOP SUCCESS

As a city-state in the nation’s capital, DC is wadrom all other RTTT applicants. Its size, ediwwagovernance, and reform
structures enable aggressive change at the statehat is able to reach individual schools, aglasms, and students with greater
speed and impact than any other jurisdiction incihentry. DC’s Theory of Change and unprecedentech@mtum of recent reform
progress positions the State as a high-impact@itRTTT investment. DC enrolls over 70,000 studentjust over 200 schools,

with the vast majority of students represented BA& that have committed to participate in RTTT. Bhmple truth is this: in DC,

Race to the Top funds will go “further, faster” thia any other state, and will highlight the Distrof Columbia as a national

model of education reform. DC is an innovator ieaa of human capital recruitment, retention, aachitig; charter school
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innovation and cooperation; and school turnaroésdwell, the District of Columbia offers both theperience and political will ta
demonstrate the feasibility of achieving exceptiandcomes backed by a strong reform agenda agdealileadership and support.
The list of factors that position DC for succeskigy indeed, including a vibrant charter sectdread start on reform under
mayoral control, improved state-level capacityypportive network of leading local and nationaltpars, and a District-wide
urgency around the work that remains to be done.

Vibrant Charter Sector. DC has benefited from a long history of being hdmene of the nation’s most vibrant public charter
school sectors. The Center for Education Reforr@B0Zharter School Law Ranking and Scorecaitgés DC as having the
“strongest of the nation’s 40 charter laws” andegiDC’s charter school law an “A” grade. Likewidg National Alliance for
Public Charter Schools recently released a stualydbmpares state charter laws from 40 statesamed Washington, DC'2
among states, notably for being a “leader in tlrfede most critical challenges facing public ckadchools: operational
autonomy, operating funding equity, and facilitsegpport.”

DC’s charter community is managed by the DC Pubharter School Board (PCSB), an independent DCagend the District’s
sole authorizer of public charter schools. PCSBsaes all the District’s nearly 100 charter scleashpuses, with the mission to
provide quality public school options for DC stutieand families through a comprehensive applicaterew process, effective
oversight, meaningful school supports, and actiakeholder engagement. PCSB brings accountamliy@’s charter school
community, with a history of approving only 38%aif applicants and closing underperforming schdol2009, PCSB launched
its Performance Management Framework (PMF), wisalsed to evaluate all DC public charter schoaism@bng to common
academic and non-academic measures, includingrgtgdmswth. While the PMF is relatively new, it isibg watched as a potential
national model for charter school accountabilitgd anpport.

Nationally, charter schools were created to engminanovative practices that could carry over bvaader set of all public

schools. While that vision has yet to be realizedther states, DC made this theory a reality:rmfa networks of reform-minded
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education colleagues exist across all District LE#®] best practices — whether around using datapmve instruction or
maximizing the potential of alternative preparatmograms — are shared through robust formal afodnmal networks. Non-profit
organizations that work in both DCPS and publictgra_EAs support collaboration through schooltgigind training that
facilitate the dissemination of best practices. PRTTT application reflects DC’s vision for raisih§A collaboration to a new
level, where formal and informal collaboration vabntinue through task forces focused on key issaaeected to the RTTT
assurance areas. Furthermore, ongoing collaboratmng leading national educators from DCPS, tlstribi's charter LEAS, and
local and national partners will drive exponenggedwth in DC student achievement.

Mayoral Control. DC is only one of just over a dozen US cities mak the public school system is managed undeadispices of
mayoral control, and the District is the oshate with mayoral control covering the majorifyte students. Since 2007, mayoral
control has played a critical role in eliminatimgdmented school authority across multiple entaied accelerating much needed
reform efforts. In his first action under mayorahtrol, Mayor Fenty appointed Michelle Rhee, a iegeducation innovator and
change agent, as Chancellor of DCPS. Absent asot@lol board, accountability and decision-makinB@PS are now

streamlined, catalyzing an unprecedented levedfofm in DCPS, particularly in priority RTTT ared&r example, under mayora

control, DCPS was able to launch the Teaching aairiing Framework and an aligned IMPACT evaluasigstem for all
teachers. IMPACT, a system for evaluating educaffectiveness based in large part on student grdvath created a laser-like
focus on increasing teacher effectiveness in a unabke way and in moving ineffective teachers amdcppals out of the system.
Turnaround work has been taken to new levels vghcreation of DCPS’ Office of School Innovatiooywnheaded by Josh
Edelman, who formerly oversaw Chicago’s innovatiwenaround efforts. In parallel to this progressiitical RTTT assurance
areas, the conditions of school facilities — fay kong the most visually striking sign of DCPS’lilag school system — have
improved dramatically under an ambitious moderiozaplan executed by a separate facilities agematyreports to the Mayor.
Ultimately, mayoral control has been critical to P& recent progress because it ensures the pblititand top-level
accountability necessary to make the difficult dexis required to promote bold education reform.
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Improved State-Level Capacity. The Office of the State Superintendent of Educa@8SE) was created in 2007 as the State
Educational Agency for the District of Columbia.e@ted as a means of strengthening state-level atamwlity and support for
local education reform initiatives in DCPS and Dt@uter schools, OSSE is overseen by Dr. Kerri Byigige former Assistant
Secretary for Elementary and Secondary EducatitimeirS Department of Education, who was confirm&the District’'s State
Superintendent of Education in June 2009. Supeleet Briggs brings to DC a wealth of knowledge erperience regarding

-

education policy and federal education laws, re@uia, and policies. Dr. Briggs reports to Mayonfyethrough the Deputy Mayo
for Education (DME), Victor Reinoso, whose officeenosees the District education reform agenda aatececoordination among
DC agencies. The DME also works to ensure alignroereéform efforts and access to all available sgovernment resources
to support school improvement. A State Board ofdation (BOE) — also created in 2007 — approveg steédemic standards and
the State’s accountability framework. The BOE asoves as an advisor to OSSE on certain statedewehtion policies (see
Appendix Al.3 for an organizational chart that mat$ the relationships between DC’s education dgendRace to the Top
funding will provide an opportunity for the recgntbrmed OSSE to continue to improve its capacitg eole as the state-level

partner for education reform.

Supportive Partners. Washington, DC, as the nation’s capital, is attigy attracts significant human capital talent laigti-quality

partners. Preeminent universities conduct renoweatership work, upon which the District will cagice for principal leadership
training. Within P-12 education reform, DC attrabis nation’s leading education organizationspiticlg Teach For America, The New
Teacher Project, and New Leaders for New Scho@syraf which have long-standing relationships waittitiple DC LEAS. The
District is supportive of cutting-edge initiativeghich make it an attractive location for newer@ation ventures, such as the Center for
Inspired Teaching, Wireless Generation, and thaefelment Network. In addition, DC has a strong @mimitted base of private
philanthropists who have funded pilots of numeraitgtives that RTTT funds seek to scale. Morepit leaders are in constant

contact with a strong cadre of national educatimght leaders across all four RTTT assurance,aedgsg on these partners to

provide critical feedback on DC’s educational refafforts in order to ensure that they are conlstagfined and strengthened.
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Urgency Around Work Still to be Done. DC’s reform vision is grounded in the core beltadttall District children can — and will -+
achieve at levels comparable to or better tham fesrs. DC knows what it takes to ensure thatestisdn high-poverty, high-
minority schools succeed, as it has exemplary dslasomodels. Importantly, DC knows that experignmoeides valuable lessons
learned that, when applied, deepen the chancegwkfsuccess. DC students have not yet reachegtabte proficiency levels,
neither relative to peers in affluent suburbs dtieottountries, nor to ensure universal studentesscin college, career and life.
RTTT is needed to continue DC'’s trajectory of agamaent and will be used as a driver to continumade difficult decisions

around interventions for low-achieving schools areffective leaders and programs, for example.

Al(ii) Articulating DC's education reform agenda ard LEAS’ participation in it: LEA commitment

LEAs are at the forefront of reform in the Distriahd OSSE has embraced their energy and dynamideveloping a compelling
agenda for this application. To create the bolgidraeform plan outlined herein, DC engaged LEAstighout the entire
application process. Crafting RTTT priorities ardns involved diverse workgroups organized acrbeddur RTTT assurance
areas, with LEA representatives comprising more thelf the individuals engaged in this work. Foample, the turnaround group
brought together representatives from OSSE with $ Edrrently engaged in the hard work of schooldtwand. The human
capital working group — which helped shape theovidor the Great Teachers and Leaders sectionuded representatives from
OSSE, as well as the Deputy Chancellor for DCP8 tlaree heads of high-achieving charter schools &fpertise in recruiting
and training great teachers and leaders. Ovenalcbllaborative approach is indicative of DC'tegrated vision for RTTT
implementation, whereby OSSE will leverage the mation@ and innovation occurring in high-achievingaals to raise the bar
statewide. It also ensures that participating LBResstrongly committed to the State’s plans (incigglans for effective
implementation) given that plans were informed lmyking groups’ visions for what is needed to exeauccessful reform in DC
As such, LEAs are eager to put RTTT funds to immaduse to support planned innovations.

To this end, 31 LEAs serving approximately 65,00@snts (or 85% of DC students) have sighed Mentaafh Understanding
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(MOUSs) indicating their willingness to participateDC’s RTTT activities. [See Appendix Al.4 for tBECPS version of the MOU
which includes an additional signature line for Wiashington Teachers’ Union and no line for a badreducation signature, ang
Appendix Al1.5 for the version of the MOU that apglto all other LEAs. Both MOUs are identical imte and substance.]

(A)(1)(i)(a) and (b) LEA commitment: Terms, Conditions and Scope of Work

The shared commitment to bold reform is clear ammbmpromising in DC’s Memorandum of Understandiegaeen the State ar
participating LEAs. By signing the MOU, LEAs comntat ground-breaking work across all four RTTT aasge areas. DC
established a high bar for RTTT patrticipation, liegg implementation of 20 of the total 24 elememtslined in the RTTT MOU.
This requirement ensures that participating LE Asdeeply committed to a comprehensive vision fange in order to maximize
the impact of RTTT funds. These required elemartkide (but are not limited to) the following:

Standards & Assessments

e Create a plan for aligning curriculum with the CoamCore Standards and consortium-developed assetssme

e Implement interim assessments in grades 3-10 that @SSE-specified criteria and are aligned to comstandards
¢ Provide in-school training and professional devaelept on common standards alignment

¢ Organize school community meetings to explain comstandards and assessments

Data Systems to Support Instruction

e Support the State in fully implementing a statewawsgitudinal data system by providing data to OS&Eneeded
e Develop a local instructional improvement systemdtect, analyze, and use data to improve instract

e Use data to improve instruction (through use o&lagstructional improvement systems and profesdidavelopment on
the use of data to improve instruction)

e Provide teachers with regularly scheduled plantimg for using data from interim assessments trmfinstruction
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Great Teachers & Leaders

e Improve teacher and principal effectiveness basegesformance by:
0 Measuring student growth with a common growth meadeveloped by a Student Growth Task Force

o Design and implement evaluation systems that m&&E2defined criteria, including 50% tied to growttstudent
achievement

¢ Conducting annual evaluations (to support individea professional development; to inform compeinsapromotion,
retention, and removal; and to inform tenure an@lihicertification)

e Analyze and develop a plan to improve equitabl&ibistion of effective teachers and principals @hhpoverty and/or
high-minority schools and in hard-to-staff subjestsl specialty areas, as applicable

e Report teacher effectiveness to OSSE

Turning Around Lowest-Achieving Schools

e Agree to implement one of four approved turnaronnadiels for schools that match the OSSE definitibpensistently
lowest-achieving schools

The table that provides detailed information ongh#icipation of each participating LEA can beridun Appendix Al.1. As
outlined in the MOU, all participating LEAs mustgpare an agreement that will be incorporated @mttaiched to a final scope of
work and submit it to the State within 90 daysafie RTTT award. This agreement and final scopgark must be approved by
the State and must describe the following: spegibals, activities, timelines, budgets, key pershrannual targets for key
performance measures, and ways in which funds &ier federal programs and from state and locaicesuwill be used to
support the plan. The work plan must be consistéhtthe LEA's preliminary scope of work in the MQWith the approved state
plan, and with further guidance that the State prayide. The State will approve LEAs for fundingsbd on the scope and qualit
of submitted work plans. LEAs have also commit@dobsting to a specified website all non-proprgfaoducts and lessons

Yy
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learned from initiatives supported by RTTT fundipgrticipating in grant evaluations; providing daiaDSSE, as requested; and

implementing the reform plan, among other elements.

(A)(1)(ii)(c) LEA commitment: Signatures

As is evident in the attached MOU signature paD€ss RTTT application is supported by multiple sthklders that represent a
diverse set of District constituents. The signautemonstrate:

e Commitment from Mayor Fenty (Mayor of the DistraftColumbia) and DCPS Chancellor Rhee

e Commitment from the superintendents and Presiddri@eards of Trustees for 30 charter LEAs

(A)(2)(iit) Articulating State’s education reform agenda and LEAS’ participation in it: Broad statewide impact

LEA participation in the District’s Race to the Tplan covers 85% of DC public school students. Caments to participate by
over half of DC’s LEAs help guarantee a strong $&si broad RTTT implementation and meaningful eatbn of results.
Specifically, DC’s RTTT patrticipation includes 3EAs, 187 schools, 5,598 teachers, and 64,766 s8)d&,n458 of whom are
students in poverty. This equates to over 50% oflBBs, 83% of schools, over 90% of teachers, artd 8bstudents in the state
as well as 85% of the total students in povertis linportant to note that several LEAs that elgctet to participate in RTTT are
small, single-school charters for which larger saaforms, like those envisioned under RTTT, mayh@oaligned with their
current needs and capabilities. DC’s impressive Rparticipation rate is due in no small part to tigerous deliberations,
collaboration, and hard work of the District's LE#mt helped develop DC’s Race to the Top planhS®woad participation will
increase DC'’s ability to achieve its four-year goiala way that will have a truly broad statewighgpact on student achievement.

RTTT will also have an important impact on DC’stetaducational agency, OSSE. As a new organiza@&SE is still positioning
itself to support LEAs effectively in their reforafforts. OSSE will use RTTT funding for specifidagts to improve its data
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collection and systems capabilities, as well asttengthen the SEA’s grants management systemgrandsses. OSSE will also
reorganize to support certain functions relateRdce to the Top and, specifically, to support stimprovement initiatives where

LEAs require explicit state support.

(A)(2)(ii)(a) Broad statewide impact: Increasing sudent achievement

One of the State’s most ambitious performance taligego increase student proficiency rates ovemtxt four years in math and
reading by 5 percentage points annually (20 peagenpoints overall) on the state assessment. Syralmbitious goals are in
place for the National Assessment of Educationagferss, on which DC aims for an increase in NAERexcby an average of 10
points in both math and reading, an improvemeritwluauld surpass the largest four year gains acHibéyeany urban school
district on the most recent TUDA reports: the 200%th Report and the 2007 Reading Report.

As part of its aggressive rollout of the Common€8tandards, in 2012 DC will transition to a sligimodified version of its
summative assessment (DC-CAS), which will be alipwéh the Common Core Standards. A consortium-ldgesl common
assessment will be available as early as 2013. M@lso work to secure a student achievement basahd ensure data
comparability across the years of these assessmesitions. The following tables present the tgd four-year student
achievement growth on the DC-CAS and NAEP under Ritihding. A more detailed breakdown of this anslyscluding
growth by subgroup, can be found in Appendix AR@ditionally, DC expectations for growth in the abhse of RTTT funding
can be found in Appendix Al1.7.
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Table A1.2 DC-CAS Projected Results through 2014

STATEWIDE ESEA GOALS - Percent of Students ScoringProficient or Advanced (2009-2013)

Proficiency Gain

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 (2009 — 2013)
Reading 45.3% 51.0% 56.6% 62.3% 68.0% 22.6%
Math 44.8% 50.4% 56.1% 61.7% 67.4% 22.6%
*Goals are displayed in bold
Source: OSSE websiteaww.nclb.osse.dc.gov
Table A1.3 NAEP Projected Results through 2013

STATEWIDE NAEP SCORE GOALS (2007-2013
2007 2009 2011 2013 4 Year Gain 6 Year Gain

4th Grade Reading 197 202* 208 213 11 16
4" Grade Math 214 219 224 229 10 15
8" Grade Reading 241 244* 248 252 8 11
8" Grade Math 248 254 259 265 11 17

* Reading scores for 2009 are not yet availableaedorecasted in projections, goals are displayddld
Source: National Assessment of Educational Proghtlgs//nces.ed/gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/

As mentioned earlier, maintaining a steep upwajd¢tory of reform progress grows more difficulclegear. In the context of
nationwide urban school district reform, these g@almittedly push the envelope of reasonable eapews. Yet this is exactly the
point. RTTT is needed because DC’s education refeaalership has proven its potential and is pustiiadoundaries of what ca
be accomplished with limited time and resourcesl@diRTTT, DC will serve as a proof point for the D8partment of Education

and other states in that it will demonstrate tleat reform can improve both school and studenbpaince in system-wide and

sustainable ways.
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(A)(2)(ii)(b) Broad statewide impact: Reducing aclievement gaps

Unequivocally, the District aims to become theanais first urban education system to fully elimimabe achievement gap. In
addition to targeting overall student achievemBx@,has focused efforts on two relevant achievergaps: the minority
achievement gap and the poverty achievement gapblBlek/Hispanic-white achievement gap, the starkede District, has
closed considerably over the past four years, gathls to close the gap by an additional 20 pergenpaints over the next four
years. Additionally, DC plans to close the achiegatgap between low-income and non-low-income stisdey a minimum of 3.5
percentage points per year. The poverty achievegenis a critical metric in a city where 94% afdstnts are minorities, and it
has risen slightly over the past three years. @¢pboth the race and poverty gaps will be possiblugh Race to the Top, as the
schools represented in this application refledt@ng base from which to advance the achievemehblagk, Hispanic and
economically disadvantaged students. A more ddtaileakdown of this analysis, including achievengag goals by subgroup,
can be found in Appendix Al1.6. Additionally, DC @qgpations for subgroup achievement gaps in thenabsef RTTT funding can
be found in Appendix Al.7

(A)(2)(ii)(c) Broad statewide impact: Increasing hgh school graduation rates

High school graduation rates are an important measiustatewide educational success. RTTT reformisacelerate this growth
by: (1) moving rapidly to turn around strugglingssadary schools, which account for a large proportf the District’'s lowest-
achieving schools; (2) focusing on over-age/undedited (or “off-track”) students through inter-LEsdllaboration, and (3)
ensuring that teachers and parents have accesslity glata about students and schools to helprenkat students are kept on-
track toward high school graduation. With RTTT refie in place, DC anticipates an increase in thh kajnool graduation rate by
12 percentage points over baseline measures by(@0th®ut RTTT funding, DC expects a graduationr@ase of 5 percentage

points). As secondary schools are fully transforni2d expects this growth to continue at an evehdigate beyond 2013.
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Although DC is transitioning from the National Cenfor Education Statistics (NCES) “leaver” ratgy(estudents who “leave” the

1%

school system) to a four-year adjusted cohort grl rate, the State will track graduation usinghibmethods throughout the life

\1%

of the grant in order to monitor performance gaidsquately.

(A)(2)(ii)(d) Broad statewide impact: Increasing ©llege enrollment and credit earned

Every graduating student in DC must be prepareduocess in college, career and life. A key Dispriority through Race to the Top Is
the engagement of a secondary school/universityoztnm dedicated to improving the linkage betweigh school exit requirements
and college entrance criteria at DC'’s elite unitieiss In addition, the Double the Numbers (DTNakteon (described in Section F3)
will provide ongoing programs such as College Awass month, the College Access Providers RoundeimdeConsortium
Ambassadors (college students who meet with higbddstudents to talk college experiences). The Bdalition will also continue to
provide access to financial aid and scholarshghsjraster a college-going website designed for teidahd high school students, and
support important initiatives such as DCPS’ trapsaudits and the use of individual graduatiomp]dDSSE'’s Early College High
School Programs, and the University of the DistrsfdColumbia’s student retention strategies.

—h

Increasing college enrollment and college crediteed are also overarching goals of DC'’s reforatsgy. With the completion o
the Statewide Longitudinal Education Data (SLEDstegn (described in Section C1), OSSE will begitrack college enrollment
data for DC graduates, with the ultimate goal ohitaring student achievement from elementary schmolugh college
completion. Currently, OSSE’s college enrollmertedaomes from DCTAG (DC Tuition Assistance GrarggPam), a program
that provides grants to over 80% of graduating D kchool seniors. These data, though not complateserve as a
measurement baseline. OSSE anticipates raisingutider of high school graduates who enroll in galby 5 percentage points|a
year (the current DCTAG reported number is 39%)s Riamber is significant because DC will increaskege enrollment rates at

a higher rate goal than our graduation rate gopk(8entage points a year). Without RTTT fundowlege enrollment is
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projected tcincrease by 2 percentage points per

OSSE also aims to increase the percentage of ecdlegpllees who earn a year’s worth of collegeitieithin 24 months of
enrollment by 10 percentage points over four ygdiise DCTAG figure for percent of college freshnteturning for a second
year, DC’s best proxy, is 78%). Without RTTT fumglj this rate will increase by 4 percentage paney four years. A more
detailed breakdown of these analyses can be fouAgpendix A1l.6. Additionally, DC expectations fgmowth in the absence of
RTTT funding can be found in Appendix Al.7. [Notliee above goals are informed in part by resulsrst over the last 15 year
by College Summit, the US’ largest non-profit tekapports a wide range of low-income and high-mig@athool systems in

efforts to increase college enrollment rates. D€ gatnered with College Summit since 2004.]

Summary Table for (A)(1)(i)(b)

Elements of State Reform Plans

Number of LEASs
Participating (#)

Percentage of Total
Participating LEAs (%)

B. Standards and Assessments

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced stastsland high-quality

31 100%
assessments
C. Data Systems to Support Instruction
(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction:
(i) Use of local instructional improvement systems 31 100%
(i) Professional development on use of data 31 100%
(i) Availability and accessibility of data to rearchers 2 6%
D. Great Teachers and Leaders
(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenéssed on performance:
(i) Measure student growth 31 100%
(i) Design and implement evaluation systems 31 100%
(i) Conduct annual evaluations 31 100%
(iv)(a) Use evaluations to inform professional depenent 31 100%
(iv)(b) Use evaluations to inform compensation,mpodion and retention 31 100%
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(iv)(c) Use evaluations to inform tenure and/oft adrtification

31

100%

(iv)(d) Use evaluations to inform removal

31

100%

Elements of State Reform Plans

Number of LEAs
Participating (#)

Percentage of Total
Participating LEAs (%)

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effectitesachers and principals:

(i) High-poverty and/or high-minority schools 31 100%
(i) Hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas 31 100%
(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers andcipals:
(i) Quality professional development 2 6%
(i) Measure effectiveness of professional develepm 2 6%
E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools 31 100%
(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 31 100%
Summary Table for (A)(1)(ii)(c)
Signatures acquired from participating LEAS:
Number of Participating LEAs with all applicablgsatures
Number of Number of
Signatures Signatures Percentage (%)
Obtained (#) | Applicable (#) | (Obtained / Applicable)
LEA Superintendent (or equivalent) 31 31 100%
President of Local School Board (or equivalenapplicable) 30 30 100%
Local Teachers’ Union Leader (if applicable) 0 1 0%

Summary Table for (A)(L)(iii)

Participating LEAs (#) Statewide (#)

Percentage of Total Statewide (%)
(Participating LEAs / Statewide)

LEASs 31 58 53%
Schools 187 22¢ 83%
K-12 Students 64,766 76,25(* 85%
Students in poverty 45,45¢ 53,335* 85%
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*

K-12 students for participating LEAs based ehaol reported enrollment figures for fall 200%tat8wide number of students i
based on unaudited projected enroliment for 200920

** Statewide number of students in poverty calcethtising the % of students in poverty for 2008-2808 projected enrollment
for 2009-2010

Detailed Table for (A)(1)
See Appendix Al.1 for detailed information on tlaetigipation of each participating LEA.

(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scalepuand sustain proposed plar (30 points)
The extent to which the State has a high-qualigralV plan to—

(i) Ensure that it has the capacity required tolénmnt its proposed plans by(20 points)

(a) Providing strong leadership and dedicated teanmptement the statewide education reform plansStia¢ée has
proposed,;

(b) Supporting participating LEAs (as defined in thigioe) in successfully implementing the educatiefomm plans the
State has proposed, through such activities asifigieag promising practices, evaluating these pias’ effectiveness,
ceasing ineffective practices, widely disseminating replicating the effective practices statewiddding participating
LEAs (as defined in this notice) accountable fargsess and performance, and intervening where s&ges

(c) Providing effective and efficient operations andgasses for implementing its Race to the Top dresiich areas as
grant administration and oversight, budget repgrand monitoring, performance measure trackingrapdrting, and
fund disbursement;

(d) Using the funds for this grant, as described inStae’s budget and accompanying budget narratvaccomplish the
State’s plans and meet its targets, including wheasible, by coordinating, reallocating, or remsipg education funds
from other Federal, State, and local sources gdhbg align with the State’s Race to the Top goatsl

U7

(e) Using the fiscal, political, and human capital ieses of the State to continue, after the periodiding has ended,
those reforms funded under the grant for whichaghgevidence of success; and
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(i) Use support from a broad group of stakeholdersetter implement its plans, as evidenced bystrength of the statements or
actions of support from—0 points)

(a) The State’s teachers and principals, which inchigeState’s teachers’ unions or statewide teadsarcaations; and

(b) Other critical stakeholders, such as the Statgisliive leadership; charter school authorizes State charter
school membership associations (if applicable)en8tate and local leadeesd, business, community, civil rights
and education association leaders); Tribal sch@palent, student, and community organizatieng,(parent-teacher
associations, nonprofit organizations, local edocabundations, and community-based organizatijcar)
institutions of higher education.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thelsS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. The State’s response to (A)(2)(i)(d) el addressed in the budget section (Sectiond¥itthe application). Attachment
such as letters of support or commitment, shoulsumemarized in the text box below and organizel assummary table in the
Appendix. For attachments included in the Appentbxe in the narrative the location where the attaents can be found.

)

Evidence for (A)(2)(i)(d):
e The State’s budget, as completed in Section Vithefapplication. The narrative that accompanieseasplains the budget
and how it connects to the State’s plan, as complet Section VIl of the application.

Evidence for (A)(2)(i):
e A summary in the narrative of the statements doastand inclusion of key statements or actiorthénAppendix.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pag#sdieg budget and budget narrative)

(A)(2)(i)(a) Building strong statewide capacity tamplement, scale up and sustain proposed plans: Ldarship capacity

OSSE has placed a high priority on the proper implatation of the reform activities outlined in thigplication. In addition to the

workgroups responsible for the reform plan acressii@nce areas, the State Superintendent haseditéet formation of an

26



implementation working group, staffed by OSSE, Liefresentatives, and the Mayor’s office, to bedamping and coordination
to ensure that DC is ready to hit the ground rugifimwarded RTTT funds.

In considering Race to the Top implementatiors important to note the unique context of DC’s 1&tate Educational Agency, the

Office of the State Superintendent of EducationSB8as articulated a 5-year strategic plan thihesitseveral state-level priorities that

align directly with Race to the Top in areas suedata and accountability and human capital. @eed strategic focus that is
particularly important to Race to the Top implenag¢ioh is grants management. In the past, thei@isthistory with federal grants
management has not met expectations, in part leecétise lack of a separate and dedicated officaaioage such efforts prior to 2007.
One of OSSE's top priorities is to improve the sl grant management processes — not only td federal requirements, but also tg
provide better support to LEAs and the importantktiey do. Furthermore, DC is typically definecad$ocal control” state, where eac|
LEA has a great deal of autonomy. As a state ag@®B®E is leading efforts to create greater stdeeaonsistency and efficiency to
education reform and management, where requirddpasimilarly help coordinate LEAs across effavtgere differentiated tactics migh
be required to provide meaningful solutions toilegeéducation challenges. The DC Race to the Tplicapon reflects this context in
two ways. First, the vast majority of requested RTUnds are targeted to LEAs either directly ootlgh competitive grant processes, &
in many cases LEAs are best positioned to detertienactual use of funds in accordance with guiglgnovided by OSSE. Second,
OSSE has an opportunity with Race to the Top tiol lbunew team that will directly support grant nggraent functions and serve as a
model for future OSSE-LEA relationships, postitianthe agency to be a stronger resource to LEAgform and school improvement.

Recognizing this context, the proposed OSSE lehgessructure for managing DC’s RTTT administratieitl be as follows:
e a Project Director, responsible for overall manageinand coordination of RTTT initiatives

e a Fiscal Director, responsible for overseeing fdistkibution to LEAs and ensuring compliance witiahcial tracking and

reporting requirements

=

—+
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e a Reporting & Implementation Manager, responsibteehsuring that OSSE and participating LEAs us@& Riunds
appropriately/effectively and meet grant objectives

e a Grant & Contract Analyst, responsible for backeefdata analysis support and contract management
e a Research & Data Manager, responsible for wor&imgreparing data sets for research use and ihtanadysis

o three Effectiveness Managers, responsible for stipgcspecific strands of work that require somesleof OSSE
coordination, per the individual plans listed ircens B, C, D, and E

This two-pronged approach by OSSE — a team redmerfsr the overall grant (Project Director, FisBalector, Reporting &
Implementation Manager, Grant & Contract Analyst] &esearch & Data Manager), plus a team respensibthe effective
execution of initiatives in the field (Effectiveree®lanagers) — will ensure that RTTT grant fundsdmgloyed effectively and
aligned with LEA work across the four RTTT assuesidNote: additional detail related to the jobalggions of OSSE’'s RTTT
team is included in the Implementation Project-Lé&adget Narrative. A full timeline of implementati plans is included in
Appendix A2.1. Two additional implementation documseoutlining OSSE and LEA implementation acti@ms appear in
Appendix A2.2.]

In addition to this management structure at OSSET &T Project Management Team will convene monthhis team — led by
OSSE and consisting of senior-level team members @SSE, DCPS, PCSB, select charter representatindghe DME — will
be charged with guiding the implementation of refgrians, and will identify and address barriergriplementation, as needed.

=)

Finally, the DC RTTT application calls for the ctiea of specific task forces with cross-sector pgants. For example, a Huma

Capital Task Force will support statewide initiagwelated to Great Teachers and Leaders, whilede® Growth Measure Task

Force will oversee the development of a measursttatent growth. These groups will ensure thairthevative, collaborative,

28



and visionary spirit of the RTTT working groups fiah created the plans in this application — ensltineoughout the life of the
grant and beyond.

(A)(2)(i)(b) Capacity to support LEAS

OSSE strives to ensure that its internal struasucgganized to support all LEAs. This is particlyyamportant for small, single-
school charter LEAs that often lack the establishé@structure of DCPS or multi-campus charterSSE’s will provide flexible
levels of support and help streamline reportingiiregments in order to enable LEAs to take greadgantage of their autonomy
and nimbleness.

The OSSE RTTT Office structure outlined above adlpport LEAS in the field through the following iamns:
e The Reporting & Implementation Manager and the &istanager will support LEAs in assembling financiatiaother
data into report-ready format

e Effectiveness Managers will serve as main pointsootact with all LEAs and will provide guidance BATT initiatives,
including support for LEAs in developing applicatgofor competitive RTTT state-level grant fundse¥will also be
responsible for working with the Project ManagemBsam to identify promising practices in the fieddaluate the
effectiveness of such practices, and ensure tbatipmng practices are disseminated to other LEAsel necessary, they
will intervene where ineffective practices haverbe&kentified and will help LEAs adjust course.

Additionally, participation by LEAs in the monthBroject Management Team meetings and the assurelated task forces will
ensure that concerns about adequate support to aEAsised and addressed in a timely manner. @85&apitalize on DC’s
unique environment of LEA collaboration and innewatto create and incorporate opportunities for sE& build cooperative
capacity models that promote efficiency and theiagaf effective systems.
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(A)(2)(i)(c) Operations capacity

OSSE'’s Race to the Top Office is designed to enhiategrant activities are executed effectivelyisTdritical function warrants the
creation of its own OSSE office, given the sigrafit demands of RTTT implementation and overall gnemnagement. Adding
components of the RTTT application to preexistif§SE job functions would present a high risk of in@gitation and unclear
accountability for outcomes. The Race to the Tdg®fwith both budget- and program-focused stai, provide OSSE with the
operational capacity to meet RTTT performance gd@dlshe same time, the office will be fully integed with OSSE’s ongoing
efforts to improve grants administration. While maining a dedicated focus on the RTTT grant, beo&ahctions of budget
development, expenditure and performance monitpangd data analysis will work directly with thetre§the OSSE business tea
to ensure effective operational support and pra@eross the agency and throughout District LEASP will purchase RTTT-
funded grant administration software so that it smeamline its approach to managing federal gramdisincrease its overall
capacity for grant administration and oversight SBSwill also pilot new techniques in performanceasge tracking and reportin
through the work of the Effectiveness Managershisway, RTTT will serve as a model and accelerfstioOSSE'’s internal
reform and capacity-building efforts. Finally, OS®#l engage in constant efforts to learn from RTEform and to adopt
productive practices that last beyond the lifehef grant.

(A)(2)(i)(d) Budget

The overall budget and budget narrative appeaipiperdices A2.3 and A2.4 of this grant applicat@hparticular note is the fact
that the vast majority of proposed funding wilheit be sub-granted directly to LEAs or will flowlit&As through OSSE, via a
dedicated funding stream or competitive grant pgeckn fact, 89% of the proposed budget will fleaALEAS to support LEA
implementation of RTTT assurance area plans, with ©1% being retained at the State for capacitiding and state-level
projects. Importantly, DC has outlined specificopities for LEAs to fund with sub-granted dollatis is possible in DC as a

D
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result of the high level of LEA involvement in thb&anning process: extensive LEA participation iarpling efforts made clear

what funding was necessary in each assuranceamakie DC a national model for reform.

The project budgets that follow the Budget Sumniaiyrative are divided into 11 areas, accountingafbindirect-to-LEA funding
(i.e., “Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAand state-level projects. RTTT funds have bemordinated with other
federal, state, and local funding sources so thatraling sources contribute seamlessly to theal/State reform agenda. For
example, School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds lellleveraged in conjunction with RTTT funding fehsol turnaround. SIG
funds will be used through 2013 (made possibléasdsult of a waiver), with RTTT funds servingad$op off” to meet total
funding needs in Years 1-3. A detailed descriptbthese coordination efforts is included in thedBat Summary Narrative.

State and local funds will also be reallocatedepurposed, as necessary, so that they align wits BTTT goals. The District’s

education budget is already aligned to supportectireforms, including those that meet RTTT goslgh as the development

evaluation and student instructional improvemesteays, or targeted funding to support interventionstruggling schools. Sugh

alignment will continue with RTTT. Where state-leeests associated with the adoption and implentiemtaf the Common Cor

Standards are not covered in the RTTT applicatiociding funds for the development of an alignathmative assessment), t

District will reallocate funds to support such iaitves and ensure that a RTTT award works in cangih, rather than in paralle

to, local investments in education reforms.
(A)(2)(i)(e) Sustainability

Sustainability is important to any well-plannedagégic reform and encompasses both financial anefinancial considerations.
From a financial perspective, RTTT is well aligneith the focus and structure of education reforongently underway in the
District. Many of these reform efforts are focusetdthe creation of sustainable organizations, gweldpment of infrastructure, th

building of capacity, and the alignment of curriom, assessments and instruction. As a result, gjerity of interventions

of

W

e
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supported by RTTT funding will be sustainable bed/time grant period. Specifical

In effect, 74% of requested grant funding is sldt@&grojects that are projected to be sustainbele@nd the grant’s end and
without requiring additional funding.

Funding is also slated for multiple professionalelepment activities, including opportunities farllaboration across schools an
sectors in order to leverage best practices antkesges across the system. Increasing teacher iangb@k capacity, as well as
building a spirit of collaboration in the Distrigs, truly an investment in the future, as no oneteke away the knowledge and
power educators gain from best practices relateditioculum, assessment, and data-driven instnuctio

Of course, certain DC inttiatives will require omgg funding after the grant period ends. Thesesptsjmay receive continued funding

48% of grant funds will be used to build infrasture that supports state-level and LEA reform,udatg the development
of systems that will remain well beyond the graettigpd. Long-term improvements will also be suppattaough the
building of instructional management systems, hunapital evaluation systems, and professional dgwveént platforms.
All of these are catalytic investments that ard-seited for RTTT-type grant funding opportunitiasd long-term

sustainable reform.

16% of grant funds will be invested in aligning memlum with the Common Core Standards, develogtagdards entry
points for differentiated learning, developing atstvide growth measure and piloting expanded graatierage options,
and developing interim assessments to gauge stpdsmtess according to the Common Core Standateselproducts

will be utilized at the school and LEA levels wb#yond the grant period.

10% of grant funds will support the creation of n@lternative teacher and principal preparation @og, such as the
Education Leadership Degree Program for schoolmdtrators and the new teacher pipeline programesped by high-
achieving LEAs. These newly created organizatioido& set up to be self-sustainable through toitiimsed models.
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through state and local sources if proof of positpact in student achievement exists. As evidehtas, DC is likely one of very few
states that did not decrease education fundinghimoss in these lean times (see Section F), betwliseg the trajectory of reform was
not an option for education officials. In factyagencies within the District have recently beeeoted by the mayor to absorb deeper
budget cuts in an effort to hold school as harndsgsossible within the context of broader cityevmlidget reductions.

Moreover, DC recently conducted a systems rescawdé that indicated that improving special edwarabfferings in the District
is an important factor in sustaining meaningful affdrdable reform. This is unsurprising, as OSgé&nsls $150MM annually on
out-of-district placements for students with spece&eds. Increasing the quality and capacity otsppeducation services in LEAS
will significantly reduce the number of studentatthequire a non-public placement, ultimately legdio budgetary savings and the
possibility to reallocate savings to LEA prograrasisas those articulated here. Such strategiesisdl help bring a much needed
and immediate focus and priority on how DC proviftests students with special needs. The Distacurrently building better
data systems to track special education studemd#/itlualized Education Plans (IEPs), services, @adements. However,
understanding what services are lacking in LEAss&the State, and how this has subsequently lg toigh number of non-

public placements, is a data point that DC systeansiot yet demonstrate. To address this need, @88&egin a project to build

on current data systems and pinpoint the speciadatbn services most needed in DC LEAs, allowisgnany students as possib
to remain in their local school and leading to meklbng-term education and budgetary improvements.

Finally, DC is also cognizant of the importanceoi-financial aspects that will contribute to thetainability of RTTT reforms.
Underlying the Race to the Top application areraheelements of District education reform: coopenaaccountability, and
innovation. The State’s unique governance strucsspecifically designed to support aggressivarnefand maximize innovation.
Mayoral control provides important stability foetechool system, while the autonomy of the chademmunity allows for flexibility
and adaptability, even amidst ambitious, controabrsform. The combination of mayoral control anthriving charter sector presents

U7

the best of both worlds: innovation is both paditig possible and practically implementable. Iniadd, simply having the right people
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engaged in ongoing RTTT management — as is planitedhe RTTT Project Management Team and the assararea Task Forces -

will help ensure that reforms funded under the tgaa@ implemented, evaluated, adjusted and sudtaine

(A)(2)(i1) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, sale up and sustain proposed plans: Stakeholder suppg

Completion of DC’s RTTT application involved muligpstakeholders in different ways throughout thecpss. As noted
previously, stakeholders from OSSE, DCPS, PCSBchader schools were instrumental in crafting Dd&sailed reform plan
through participation in three workgroups and ggmomanagement team that met weekly (if not dailysome points). A
representative from the DC Public Education Fund imaluded in all activities, representing the iegés and perspectives of many
local and national funders, providing consideratifor potential philanthropic matches that will tdvute directly to scale-up and
sustainability. Community members and additionaPhkRvere also involved via community forums and easi small group
meetings that were held with leaders from educaavocacy, higher education, school support sesylmesiness, and
philanthropic and foundation organizations. To d&8SE has received 21 letters and statementppbsufor the DC RTTT
application. These are included in Appendix A2.5.

(A)(2(ii)(a) Stakeholder support: Teachers, principals and uniorleadership

Several teachers and principals provided feedbadlsapport for Race to the Top in community engagerforums. Only one of
the District’'s LEAs, DCPS, is unionized, howev&CPS worked with the Washington Teachers’ Union (¥/To obtain its

support for the Race to the Top application, batWirU opted not to sign on. The application — idahg its initiatives and goals -
is bold, aggressive, and uncompromising, and whaeunion would not openly support the proposa&,District strongly believes
that a broad base of reform-oriented teachers etmabs leaders support the DC RTTT plan.
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(A)(2)(ii)(b) Stakeholder support: Additional stakeholders

Critical stakeholders have voiced committed supfuorDC’s RTTT application throughout the procdsstters from DC’'s RTTT
supporters are also included in Appendix A.2.5.seh@clude:

State legislative leadershiphe Chairman provided a letter of support on dedfahe Council for the RTTT application

Charter school authorizer/Charter school memberstgpociationsthe Public Charter School Board was part of boéhRTTT
Project Management Team and the Executive Teantelpd>CSB was engaged in near-daily conversategerding the
application specifics. Their letter of supportrisluded. Moreover, Friends of Choice in Urban S¢h@eOCUS, a local charter
school advocacy organization), contributed to teetbpment of the application and submitted afdettsupport.

State and local leadersit the national legislative level, Congresswombeagor Holmes-Norton has offered her support ofafte
RTTT application. Locally, the State Board of Edimawas engaged in the process and the Presiflémt State Board of
Education, Lisa Raymond, sat on the Executive Tegmatoversaw the direction of the RTTT applicatibts. Raymond also
personally attended community meetings to ensatewide understanding of the RTTT application.

Community organizationghe DC Public Education Fund, as well as seveatardocal and national foundations and community
based organizations, have been kept informed oSIRTTT application process and have all submiiéers of support.
Likewise, a contingent of leading business orgdiura in the District submitted a joint letter afpport.

Institutions of Higher Educatiorthe DC RTTT application includes letters of supgiem American University, George
Washington University, Georgetown University, ahd University of the District of Columbia.
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(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raisiig achievement and closing ga| (30 points)
The extent to which the State has demonstratebitisy to—

(i) Make progress over the past several yearsah e&the four education reform areas, and use@RIRA and other Federal and
State funding to pursue such reforiftspoints)

(i) Improve student outcomes overall and by stadeibgroup since at least 2003, and explain theexions between the data and
the actions that have contributed to(25 points)

(a) Increasing student achievement in reading/langaaigeand mathematics, both on the NAEP and ongbesaments
required under the ESEA,;

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroupadingélanguage arts and mathematics, both on tHeRN#nd on
the assessments required under the ESEA; and

(c) Increasing high school graduation rates.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesSsafccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (A)(3)(ii):
e NAEP and ESEA results since at least 2003. Incindiee Appendix all the data requested in the gateas a resource for
peer reviewers for each year in which a test wasngor data was collected. Note that this datalveilused for reference
only and can be in raw format. In the narrativevpte the analysis of this data and any tablegaplts that best support

the narrative.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages
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(A)(3)(1) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achigement and closing gaps: Progress in the Reform Ass

DC has already achieved many breakthroughs inéfeym areas. While federal and state funding has esignificant contributo
to such success, RTTT funds are needed to masiiaimprogress at the same (and higher) levels.

Standards and Assessments. DC'’s state learning standards were adopted inl 2015, based on recommendations from five fog
groups consisting of Board of Education memberacational researchers, principals, teachers, arehfsa In 2006, Stanford
University’sHoover Digespublished a report entitl€tkeeping an Eye on State Standard$#eterson). The report featured resu
of a study that graded the rigor of student peréoroe standards across the nation. DC was prousl emé of only six states given
an overall grade of “A” for the student standamistéd by DC-CAS. In addition, in School Year 20@5DC shifted from the
SAT-9 to DC-CAS in order to increase the leveligbr of the statewide assessment and to aligrtit the newly adopted state
academic standards. (The DC-CAS has been showntnige student results that are similar to NAEResc@Peterson, 2006)). In
addition to using rigorous tests to match rigorstasdards, DC continues to move beyond local stdedamd embrace nationally
recognized high standards through such strategeaicreases in Advanced Placement (AP) coursinffs. DCPS is using
ARRA funding to increase system-wide AP courseroftgs and provide individual school supports tpHadlster student
enrollment in such rigorous courses (and also saienthat students take the cumulative tests).t@hsehools also continue to
offer increasingly rigorous school models, programd practices. In School Year 2009-10, a new eh&igh school opened as 3
International Baccalaureate (IB) program. Someteh&rEAs have used School Improvement Grant fundsdditional
assessment technology, such as Scantron machinesofing benchmark assessments, enabling therake mapid determination
about student performance relative to the requingésnef summative assessments. Other charter LE¥es $@ent ARRA funding
on aligning curriculum to standards, ensuring thay are planning purposefully for mastery of ssttsdards.
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Data Systems. While DC is ahead of most states regarding theofigata to improve instruction, the District lagi#h regard to
longitudinal data systems. In August 2007, DC nesbia Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDShigiram the US
Department of Education to develop a Statewide itadgal Education Data system. While work on tléga system continues
and OSSE'’s leadership is focused on the timely detmom of this work, the State has been successfadlopting innovative
interim data analyses. For example, OSSE has usqdeustudent identifiers to conduct interim anedysf student mobility acros
DCPS and charter LEAs. Furthermore, sophisticased slystems are either in-use or in planning stagess many LEAs. For
example, DCPS is using Individuals with Disabibtieducation Act (IDEA) stimulus funds to build aaaystem to track children
ages 3-5 as they are initially evaluated and pex/mith services. The ultimate aim is to use the dgstem to support learning,
allow for the early identification of learning iss) and reduce the over-identification of stud@ntspecial education. Likewise,
the PCSB recently ensured that all public chatbosls have a SIF-compliant student informatioriesysand access to both the
Scantron assessment system and Edmin’s Infornmstiructional management system. These data systiEemsthe results of
standards-based assessments to be used for immstalctecision-making and teacher and school pexdorce evaluation.

Great Teachersand Leaders. DC has compiled a long list of successes ovep#st few years in the realm of Great Teachers a
Leaders initiatives. First, in March 2008, the Diat8 Board of Education adopted a resolution thiatoved barriers that have ke

many effective and credentialed educators outasstboms. Under the new regulations for teacheleat&ls, teachers are able to

demonstrate content knowledge in subject areasighreuch options as earning an advanced degredyingcNational Board

Certification in the subject area, or passing a@uanexam. The new regulations also allow altevegbreparation providers that are

not affiliated with colleges or universities to grteachers and administrators, paving the waythie approval of innovative and
highly effective programs like Teach For AmericagTNew Teacher Project, the Center for Inspirecthiieg, and New Leaders
for New Schools.

[
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DCPS is also committed to ensuring that it hasitpeest performing, highest paid, most honored,raost satisfied educator force jin
the nation. Towards this end, DCPS has develofezheher Human Capital Team that oversees teaatreitneent, selection,
evaluation, compensation, recognition, and retanfithe most critical effort of this team has bdenrecent roll-out of IMPACT, the
new teacher evaluation system. This effort has bpearheaded by the Director of Human Capital &jyator Teachers and 2005
National Teacher of the Year, Jason Kamras. EvE&®teacher is now evaluated through IMPACT, basedtantially on student
performance and growth. DCPS is also using ARRAlifugnto position professional development spedglirs each school to provide
job-embedded professional development based ovidudily identified teacher needs. In addition (asdvell-documented in local
and national press), Chancellor Rhee has propobetlt gay-for-performance plan within the DCPSexive bargaining process
that, if adopted, would make high-achieving DCP#iters the best paid teachers in the countryelghirter sector, many schools
have also made important strides in human capietkgies, as aided by federal funds. For example charter LEA has used federal
funds to pay for recruitment positions, as a medmesnsuring a high-quality pipeline of incomingdtbars. Another charter LEA is
using ARRA funds to pay for its ground-breakingfpemance management work to link teacher performaiectly to student

performance.

School Turnaround. Both in DCPS and in the charter sector, schoohietaions have been the norm over the past seyeaas.
Whereas other jurisdictions have struggled to moumtvill and strategy to tackle the difficult wook school turnaround, DC has
boldly embraced it. Since placing the school systeaer Mayoral control in 2007, 30 DCPS schoolshasen closed due to
under-performance. 11 additional schools have bé&har turned-around or restarted, according tal#fanitions in this RTTT
notice. In parallel efforts, the PCSB has closedl&ter schools over the last 5 years for reasbuader-performance. Moreovet,
under the PCSB’s new Performance Management FrarkealbDC public charter schools are now evaluatsithg common
academic and non-academic measures, and then reaked on school outcomes. Such data helps po8iBoRCSB for swift

intervention in underperforming schools.
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DCPS also plans to use ARRA funding to supportoathrange of transformation efforts, including 8 Behool design for middle
schools and the ongoing support of the Full Ser8icleools model, which provides extensive wraparaamdices to students. It is

—

important to note, however, that in addition todied funds, philanthropic dollars have been inseotal in supporting DC’s recer
school turnarounds, as private donors have prowadielitional monies to turnaround partner orgarozesti

(A)(3)(ii)(a) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achieement and closing gaps: Improving student achieveamt

In the past two years, DC has withessed fastenané significant progress in student achievememividr and closing the

achievement gap than nearly any other jurisdidatiaime country. The steps outlined above have driaally contributed to DC’s
improved student outcomes (overall and by studgogr®up) on the NAEP and DC-CAS, decreased achiemegaps across most
subgroups, and increased high school graduaties (as outlined in greater detail both below ant@lahle Al1.2).

National Assessment of Educational Progress
DC has experienced remarkable gains on the rigdd®E&P assessment, gaining 14 scale score poirgs 8003 in # grade math
and 11 scale score points since 2003 iy@&de math (see table below).

Table A3.1 Statewide NAEP Scores, 2003-2009
STATEWIDE NAEP SCORES (2003-2009)

2003 2005 2007 2009 4 Year Gain 6 Year Gain
4" Grade Reading 188 101 197 N/A* 9
4" Grade Math 205 211 214 219 g 14
8" Grade Reading 239 238 241 N/A * 2
8 Grade Math 243 245 248 254 9 11

*Reading scores are not yet available for 2009
**D.C. had the highest 4 year gain fof Grade Math of any state in the U.S.
Source: National Assessment of Educational Proghtlgs//nces.ed/gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/
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NAEP performance is best understood in comparigtmsamilar urban school systems. Although thaidstexcluded charter
schools, the 2009 Trial Urban District Assessm&htA) report (see Appendix A3.1, which analyzes N#&EP scores of 18 urban
school districts nationwide) revealed that fourtd aighth grade students in DCPS increased theéir pnaficiency at faster rates than
in other large urban districtccording to the report, DCPS was the only schodlistrict to grow more than five scale score
points in both elementary and secondary mathiNo other urban school district has seen similarggsince 2005. This is particularly
impressive given that DC started as one of thedoywerforming districts in the country. DCPS fougthders showed the greatest
improvement compared to all other TUDA districtsgsgwing six scale points in math from 214 to 22Mking first in growth

\"ZJ

among TUDA districts for the first time. Gains Ilf€BS in fourth grade since 2003 are three timegsatienal average and two times
that of all large cities. DCPS eighth graders afs@le major gains, increasing 7 scale score poots 244 to 251. This earned them a
national ranking of second place. More detaile@d dat statewide historical NAEP scores, includingres for subgroups can be found
in Appendix A3.2.

DC-Comprehensive Assessment System (DC-CAS)
As noted earlier, DC student performance on the@¥S (ESEA-required statewide summative assessmsee -below table) has
significantly improved since the 2006 introductmira new and more rigorous assessment. DC hasrbeegnized for the rigor of
the state academic standards, and DC-CAS has bperted to be similar in rigor to the NAEP examet@Pson, 2006). The
District is firmly committed to maintaining the sarhigh bar and level of rigor as a central componéits reform and it will not

“improve” student achievement by lowering expectasgi
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Table A3.2 Statewide ESEA Summative Assessment Seer 2003-2009

ESEA RESULTS - Percent of Students Scoring Proficre or Advanced (2003-2009)

Gain in %
Proficiency (2006-
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2009)
Reading 35.5% 37.4% 39.8% 34.6% 36.2% 42.7% 45.3% 10.7%
Math 43.4% 45.5% 45.3% 26.1% 31.1% 39.6% 44.8% 18.6%

*The DC-CAS test was first implemented in Schoo&ly2005-2006
Source: OSSE website: www.nclb.osse.dc.gov

Since the introduction of the DC-CAS in 2006, DGd&nt performance has increased by at least 1@mage points in elementa
reading, elementary math, and secondary readimy. 8r2007, less than one-third of elementary shiisl achieved grade-level
proficiency in math; now, only two years later, rigdalf of elementary students are proficient iathhand reading. Similarly
impressive, secondary students have achieved @vperZzentage points worth of growth, demonstratiagnendous progress. Mo
detailed data on historical proficiency scoresludmg scores for subgroups, can be found in Appefd.2.

(A)(3)(i)(b) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achieement and closing gaps: Decreasing achievement gap

DC has embraced No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as ppartunity to focus schools and teachers on adidigestudent needs based

on data and to illuminate the existence of achiemrgaps between subgroups. Historically, overdilevement gains have been

accompanied by the closing of most subgroup achmewe gaps. The District was the only jurisdictiarthe country to see gains

for fourth graders in every NAEP subgroup — maedle, white, black, Hispanic, special educaticeg find reduced priced lungh,

and English Language Learners (ELL) — between 20@/72009. Moreover, DC low-income and Hispanic iograde students
lead the nation in gains. In 2009, virtually evewjogroup across the state increased DC-CAS profigieates. Special Education
students, ELLs, and Economically Disadvantagedestisdmade the most dramatic gains on this stateagsessment.

ry
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Race: DCPS has made significant headway in recent yeatts an ambitious goal to completely eliminate #uhievement gap
within ten years. On the DC-CAS, the proficiency dgr@tween white (non-Hispanic) students and blaok-Hispanic) students in
reading narrowed from 52.9% (2006) to 45.8% (200@)st significantly, between 2007 and 2009, the lgetpveen secondary
math students closed an astonishing 20 percentages pvhile the gap for secondary reading studelotsed by 17 percentage
points. Similarly impressive gains were seen in RAEsults. See Appendix A3.2 for further detail.

Ethnicity: Over the past four years, Hispanic fourth grattarse closed the NAEP achievement gap by 8 scatespfoir math.
Hispanic eighth graders increased 13 scale paintsaith, closing the achievement gap with theirameth urban and suburban
peers, and placing Hispanic eighth graders onlypmuet below their peer group’s national average.tli® DC-CAS, the gap for
reading has decreased by 6 percentage points thibilgap for math decreased byl16 percentage pamcts 2006. See Appendix
A3.2 for further detail.

Students with special needs. Although NAEP and DC-CAS scores for students sfibcial needs have increased over the past |[four
years, DC has witnessed an increase in the spaghightion achievement gap in recent years. Singé, 28e gap for reading (5
percentage points) and math (11 percentage pdiat® increased on the DC-CAS. See Appendix A3.2ufther detail. Closing
this gap is a high priority for the District. lratives supporting rigorous standards for speciatation students and an OSSE audit
to identify statewide needs in special educati@nigportant pieces to the overall RTTT reform agend

English Language Learners: DC lacks the appropriate sample size to calculechievement gap for English Language Learners
on NAEP. On DC-CAS, however, ELL students are pening remarkably well. Virtually no achievement gapsts in reading,
while ELLs actually outperformed the state mathrage by nine percentage points in 2009. See ApreXRiR for further detail.

Economically Disadvantaged Students. DC’s low-income students have shown strong gaues the past three years, but the

proficiency growth of non-low-income students hapassed that of low-income students. On the DC-G@A&achievement gap
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increased by four percentage points for readingtandoercentage points for math from 2006-2009%@éltgh both groups
improved on the NAEP from 2005 to 2009, tiegtade math achievement gap widened by eight pairdghe 8 grade math
achievement gap widened by five points. See AppeAdi2 for further detail. Because the gap hasinaet to widen, DC has
specifically set closing the poverty gap as an ingrd statewide goal, as noted in Section Al.

Gender: The gender gap on NAEP is three points in 4th dhgr&de math and six and ten points, respectivelgth and 8
reading, with females outperforming males. On ti@& QAS, the gender gap is approximately 11 percenpagnts statewide in
reading and approximately four percentage pointaath. Although females and males are seeing iseteproficiency scores on
both NAEP and DC-CAS, females are improving aighdly faster rate and the gender gap is widenomewhat. See Appendix
A3.2 for further detail.

Actions Contributing to Increased Achievement

DC'’s relentless focus on instruction has had afgignt impact on narrowing the overall proficierenyd achievement gap. Principals
and teachers make the difference by maximizingaladuclassroom time and by pursuing differentis¢@daging instruction. The
institution of a new, rigorous assessment in 20@bthe design and implementation of aligned intergsessments have been critical
factors of success. Leadership is another impoetantent of change, and ensuring that strong Isaderat the helm of the most
struggling schools has been critical in both DCR&&harter schools. Since 2006, many ineffecti@ddes have been transitioned out

schools, and overall principal professional develept and collaboration among school leaders andsLiia& been improved. Content

interventions have also had a dramatic impactekample, DCPS credits its systematic focus on tedlgastructional strategies —

supported by professional development in mathunstm across the district — with the encouragimgease in secondary math scores.

Moreover, the impact of closing ineffective scheelBnd in several instances, giving high-achiecimgrter schools the facilities and
resources they need to grow — has ensured anlaerabse in the number of high-quality seattianDistrict, setting the stage for an

increase in student achievement and a reductioverall achievement gaps.
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(A)(3)(ii)(c) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achigement and closing gaps: Increasing graduation rage

Since 2006, DC’s graduation rate has improvedragigusly mentioned school reform interventions andountability measures

D

have begun to take hold. The state-calculated gtamurate (using the National Center for Educagoatistics (NCES) leaver ratg
rose from 70% in 2008 to 74.7% in 2009. Howevezséhnumbers, while the most accurate availableauittent data, do not
reflect the true picture of graduation rates in R@d the District is committed to improving the lijtyeof this calculation. In 2009,
the EPE Research Center released nationwide gradsatistics using a more rigorous analysis. Whlls calculation, DC’s
graduation rate in 2006 (the most recent year anthilable data) was 48.8%. Another report releas@®06 by The Bridgespan
Group determined that less than half (43%) of D@rgh graders graduate from high school within fpears. Moreover, many of
those graduates still required remedial classesllage or to complete job training programs. Assult, of DC ninth graders whg
attend college, only 9% (fewer than one in 10) cletepcollege within five years of high school gration.

The State is currently transitioning to a four-yadjusted cohort graduation rate as part of a laoaffiort to benchmark DC
against a common national standard that will aklomore accurate measure of baseline performaneendi “cohort model”’
analysis will begin with DC’s 2011 graduating claghile the State anticipates that the new measilrékely lead to lower
reported graduation rate numbers, OSSE is comnibtedtablishing an accurate baseline assessméamneajraduation rates in
order to inform the development of robust strate¢geimprove high school completion and collegeante rates for all students.

Accurate graduation rate data are recognized asgamt need within the State, but efforts to imertive graduation rate cannot
wait for new data. In DCPS, a Secondary Schoolasfoamation Strategy is being defined to revampstif@ol system’s approach

>

to high school. One significant component of thiategy will be to connect information about nigttade credit accumulation wit
graduation projections, and then link these datsatty interventions for eighth and ninth grad&$TT will have a direct impact

on improving DC’s graduation rate through manyh#f interventions detailed above, and directly thiothe turnaround strategies
that will target high schools with the lowest gration rates in the State.
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(B) Standards and Assessments (70 total points)

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standard(40 points)

The extent to which the State has demonstratemitsnitment to adopting a common set of high-qualigndards, evidenced by
(as set forth in Appendix B)—

(i) The State’s participation in a consortium otes that—20 points)

(a) Is working toward jointly developing and adoptinga@nmon set of K-12 standards (as defined in tbixa) that are
supported by evidence that they are internatiorilychmarked and build toward college and careslimess by the time ¢
high school graduation; and

(b) Includes a significant number of States; and
(i) — (20 points)

(a) For Phase 1 applications, the State’s high#yyalan demonstrating its commitment to and pregri®ward adopting a
common set of K-12 standards (as defined in thik@) by August 2, 2010, or, at a minimum, bytadalate in 2010
specified by the State, and to implementing theddrds thereafter in a well-planned way; or

(b) For Phase 2 applications, the State’s adoptioncoinamon set of K-12 standards (as defined in tbi€®) by August 2,
2010, or, at a minimum, by a later date in 201@#el by the State in a high-quality plan towardieh the State has mad
significant progress, and its commitment to implatirg the standards thereatfter in a well-planney.va

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#kr@ or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

! Phase 2 applicants addressing selection criteByi)(ii) may amend their June 1, 2010 applicagabmission through August 2, 2010 by submitting
evidence of adopting common standards after Jugeln.
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Evidence for (B)(1)(i):
e A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executethkyState, showing that it is part of a standacasartium.
e A copy of the final standards or, if the standaads not yet final, a copy of the draft standards$ amticipated date for
completing the standards.
¢ Documentation that the standards are or will berm@tionally benchmarked and that, when well-im@atad, will help to
ensure that students are prepared for college ameeis.
e The number of States participating in the standeoasortium and the list of these States.

Evidence for (B)(1)(ii):
For Phase 1 applicants:
e A description of the legal process in the Statedmpting standards, and the State’s plan, cyregtess, and timeframe for adoptio
For Phase 2 applicants:
e Evidence that the State has adopted the standard$the State has not yet adopted the standardsscription of the lega
process in the State for adopting standards an8tete’s plan, current progress, and timeframeadmption.

=

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

The opportunity for DC to participate in a consomiof states to develop the Common Core Standadiassessments for K-12
education is a historic opportunity, and DC is catted to being one of the first states to adopt iamglement these standards and
assessments. Already, following several public ingarand a discussion with the State Board of Bitutaa vote to adopt the

Common Core Standards is scheduled for the MarcRATO State Board of Education public meetingSBitool Year 2011-12,
staff statewide will be mobilized, trained, anddg#o implement the Common Core Standards andedigissessments in order to
ensure that DC students receive a rigorous, intiemelly competitive education.

Common standards and assessments provide equss &oc@n excellent education for ALL students, aneg them with the skills
needed to succeed in college, career and lifditéirig student transitions between states (aromant consideration given DC'’s high
student mobility rates), and setting internatidsedchmarks to ensure that our nation can competglobal, knowledge-based

economy and workforce.
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(B)(1)(1) Developing and adopting common standardsCommon Core consortium

DC enthusiastically signed on to the Common Coamdidrds initiative, led by the National Governd&sociation (NGA) Center
for Best Practices and the Council for Chief S&thool Officers (CCSSO) in May 2009. A Memorandumgreement (Appendix
B1.1) was enacted at this time, indicating DC’dinginess to participate in the Common Core Starglguitiative.

The Common Core Initiative involves a consortiundBfstates, the District of Columbia, and two UeSritories. The full list of
consortium members is included in Appendix B1.2.

To date, the Common Core Consortium has producatl @ollege and Career Readiness standards in¢hs af English Language
Arts and Mathematics. A copy of the draft standaats be found in Appendices B1.3 and B1.4. Dradtigrlevel standards for K-
12 will be complete in early 2010, and a finalizi¥dft of the standards is expected in Spring 2010.

A 2008 report issued by the NGA, CCSSO and the Bt education reform organization Achieve, edtitBenchmarking for
Success: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a WorklsEducationdescribes the Common Core Standards as “cohardnt a
rigorous standards in K-12 math, reading, and laggtarts that are fully aligned with college andeeaexpectations and also
internationally benchmarked against leading natigms24). The report explains, “A key goal of tinéiative will be to ensure that
standards reflect all three of the critical dimensiexemplified by high-performing nations — nolyaigor but also focus and
coherence” (p. 24). The result will be fewer, clgastandards that provide a path toward successlfoigh school graduates.

Participation in a consortium for common standadisption is familiar territory for the District. D€urrently participates in a
consortium of 21 states to develop and adopt Bngls\guage Proficiency (ELP) Standards. The ELRd2tals were developed i

=)

partnership with the World-Class Instructional @@sand Assessment (WIDA) Consortium. The Distriad€olumbia was the
fourth state to join the WIDA Consortium (in 2004).
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(B)(1)(ii) Developing and adopting common standardsStandards adoption

DC’s governance structure enables the Districotwpastandards more quickly than other states, meéhningful stakeholder
involvement and minimal committee work. The Didtsgovernance structure was established in 200ahwhe Public Education
Reform Amendment Act (a) transferred control over District’s sole geographic LEA to the Mayor, ¢b¢ated the District’s first
stand-alone state education agency, and (c) estatlithe State Board of Education. Under this &trecstate academic standard
must be recommended by the State SuperintendeBdiacation and approved by the State Board of Educal he law also
mandates that District academic standards be cathane rigorous, encourage the teaching of advaskidig, and be regularly
updated (Section 403 of PERA codified at 838-2652).

DC'’s recent adoption of comprehensive health legrstandards is evidence of the District’s broadity to adopt efficient and
effective standards. The comprehensive health atdedthough significantly more controversial thiae Common Core Standard
were swiftly adopted by the DC State Board of Edioca Similarly, the Mayor’s office, the State Bdasf Education, and OSSE
are united in a firm commitment to quickly adopt thommon Core Standards.

Steps already taken to accelerate the implementafithe Common Core Standards are as follows:

After the NGA’s Center for Best Practices and tl@&SSO released the draft college and career readstesdards on September
21, 2009, DC began a process for adopting the Can@aze Standards. On September 28, 2009, the drivedi Assessment and
Accountability sent a memo (see Appendix B1.4he $tate Superintendent of Education recommendtatgat “process for an
accelerated panel review that guarantees the adogtithe core standards will have the greatesaanpn student achievement,
maximum stakeholder buy-in, strong LEA implemeiatatiand effective integration into the state assess system.” The memo
declared the state’s commitment to “be at the forefof this reform.”

Communication with stakeholders began almost imateti. First, OSSE released a memo on Octoberd9,20viting public
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comment on both the English language arts and statidards. Two public surveys were designed anct meaglable to
stakeholders via the internet, with a requestdedback by October 15, 2009. In addition, a joutilig hearing between the DC
State Board of Education and OSSE was held on @cfg®2009, to hear public comment from the comiyuni

The public comment period facilitated conversatotih school districts, members of DC’s postsecopdammunity, and the
public. Dr. Jonathan Gueverra, Chief Executive €ffiof the Community College of the District of Gaibia, testified at the publi
hearing and emphasized the importance of aligrigugdsairds to college readiness expectations, pktigio mitigate the
remediation rate among incoming college studentsRDbert Mayo, testifying on behalf of PCSB, pledgupport of the charter
sector for the standards and noted the importahgeaduating students prepared for the demandssifgecondary education,

meaningful careers, and international influence.

Soon after the initial period for public commenjoiat letter was issued from State Superinten®iggs and State BOE Presider
Raymond to Gene Wilhoit, Executive Director of C@5&n October 21, 2009, indicating the continuedsuipof both OSSE and
SBOE for the common standards (Appendix B1.5).

The DC Division of Assessment and Accountabilitg paoposed to create a new State Academic Stan@andwil (SASC) to
directly advise the State Board of Education ordagdc content standards and advise on the adogtidmimplementation of
common standards. The SASC will be chaired by theeSSuperintendent and will be comprised of sdatklocal leaders. Propos

members include representatives of OSSE, the Btated of Education, the higher education communlitg,PCSB, DCPS, charte

LEAs, high school principals, parent groups, theifess community, and other interest groups.

In addition, a pair of panels chaired by OSSE peisband comprised of representation from the almestioned groups will
engage in the analysis and alignment of the Com@ure Standards with current DC standards in ol&tentify content gaps.
Staff-level teams in math and English languagelat® already conducted an initial review of thaftdcollege and career readine

)
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standards and identified areas where transitiolhregluire differentiated planning. The panels fotimat the majority of DC'’s
English language arts standards align with theegelland career readiness standards, although D@eed to shift to using more
informational text and foster expectations thasalbject-area teachers integrate reading skildstimir instruction. The
mathematics content standards represent a moreuncbinove from current DC standards, as they stiggesnceptual shift from
algorithmic fluency to conceptual understandingis®hift to a deeper conceptual understandingveéfdopic areas will better
prepare DC students to move into higher educatigincampetitive workforce options. The Common Caian8ards are crucial
building blocks for higher-level mathematics. Ovkithe new standards provide the impetus for O86¢&all for stronger reading
and analytic skills across all content areas.

With this initial alignment and review complete, XJoised to move forward with additional alignrmesviews as soon as the
grade level draft Common Core Standards are rale&eFebruary, OSSE plans to present findings fte@review panels to the
State Board of Education. A public hearing is temdy scheduled for February 24, 2010, at the rnlyrf6tate Board of Education
public meeting, with a vote tentatively scheduledthe March 17, 2010, State Board of Educatioripueeting. Because the
State Board has been involved in Common Core Stdadhscussions through the entire process, OS8&ipates a smooth and
efficient adoption process.

After the Common Core Standards are adopted thisgs@C will work with LEAS to implement the traitisn plans articulated
below (see Section B3). Through the entire procageholder communication will keep community menstand business
partners apprised of progress and involved in arggdecisions. By the School Year 2011-12, staff balmobilized, trained, and
ready to implement the Common Core Standards dgleal assessments.
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(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, hic-quality assessmen (10 points)

The extent to which the State has demonstratesitsnitment to improving the quality of its assesstagevidenced by (as set forth
in Appendix B) the State’s participation in a congon of States that—

(i) Is working toward jointly developing and implemting common, high-quality assessments (as defingds notice) aligned with
the consortium’s common set of K-12 standards éised in this notice); and

(ii) Includes a significant number of States.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (B)(2):

e A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executethkyState, showing that it is part of a consortthat intends to
develop high-quality assessments (as defined snribiiice) aligned with the consortium’s commonadef-12 standards; or
documentation that the State’s consortium has egpdir intends to apply, for a grant through theasate Race to the Top
Assessment Program (to be described in a subsenoiéce); or other evidence of the State’s pladdwelop and adopt
common, high-quality assessments (as defined smibiiice).

e The number of States participating in the assessomsortium and the list of these States.

Recommended maximum response length: One page

(B)(2)(1) & B2(ii) Developing and implementing comnen, high-guality assessments: Common Core assessieonsortium

DC is a strong proponent of high-quality, benchredrissessment aligned with curricular standardsclhool Year 2005-06, the

Board of Education adopted DC-CAS, a standardsi@tigassessment system considered both extremetpuigjand comparable t

O
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NAEP (Peterson, 2006). The District now plans tohier enhance standards and assessments by jfonaas with other states to
set a new bar for rigor by developing an assessaligmed to the new Common Core Standards.

Since the adoption of DC-CAS, both DCPS and chaui#ks have aligned curricular materials, interirse@ssments, data systems
and school improvement initiatives to a common mdbr high expectations. DCPS uses the DC Benchrasessment System
(DC-BAS) to measure student knowledge and makenméd instructional decisions. Almost all charterAs=lso use interim
assessments, including DC-BAS, interim assessnaentdoped by nonprofit organizations, and charteated interim assessments.
In both charter LEAs and DCPS, work is underwagefne interim benchmark assessments and increageutility. For example,
many charters and DCPS have engaged in a parfa@vghia local nonprofit organization to implemenbenchmark assessment

pilot aimed at using data to identify and share mestructional practices across LEASs.

With the adoption of Common Core Standards, DCedtaklers are committed to retiring the DC-CAS aedetbping a new
common assessment, along with aligned interim ass&#s and supporting formative materials. DC’seeigmce in developing,
implementing, and using results from high-qualtgessments will facilitate the smooth integratibneav assessments into the

instructional framework.

Because DC considers the move to common, hightgwEsessments to be an integral part of adoptinghon standards, it has
joined four collaborative efforts to develop highadjty assessments aligned with a common set o2 Istdndards. Three
Memoranda of Agreement were enacted on Januad0llD and an additional Memorandum of Agreementsigased on January
15, 2010 (Appendix B2.1). All agreements indidaté’s willingness to participate in multiple Comm@ore Assessment
initiatives, in order to ensure that DC has actes$ke best thinking across all states relateti¢all-out of a new common

assessment.

The Summative Multi-State Assessment Resourcebdachers and Educational Researchers (SMARTER) MKHJAssessment
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Consortium MOA, and the State Consortium Develo@atanced Assessments of the Common Core Stanhiédtisare all
agreements between large numbers of states (sesndigB2.2 for lists of participating states). OS®Eognizes that multiple
collaborations cannot lead to a single, nations¢ssment, but likewise believes that DC’s currgirous standards and summati
assessment provide the State with a unique pergpe®@SSE intends to be the bridge that helps cfates recognize the
similarities between these different consortiatates work together toward a common assessmetli. 2

The consortia intend to apply for grants throughRace to the Top Assessment Program, which waulgsbed to develop commo

summative assessments aligned to the Common Camd&ts. DC plans to continue its involvement enwlork of the assessment

consortia and looks forward to the release of a @omCore Assessment in 2013.

h

Reform Plan Criteria

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standas and high-quality assessmen (20 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan for
supporting a statewide transition to and implemtgonaf internationally benchmarked K-12 standatdg build toward college
and career readiness by the time of high schodlugtgon, and high-quality assessments (as defméas notice) tied to these
standards. State or LEA activities might, for exéanmclude: developing a rollout plan for the stards together with all of their
supporting components; in cooperation with thee&tanstitutions of higher education, aligning hgghool exit criteria and
college entrance requirements with the new starsdand assessments; developing or acquiring, dissgéimg, and implementing
high-quality instructional materials and assessm@ntluding, for example, formative and interins@ssments (both as defined i
this notice)); developing or acquiring and delingrihigh-quality professional development to supgeettransition to new
standards and assessments; and engaging in gttegss that translate the standards and infoom&tom assessments into
classroom practice for all students, including higded students (as defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its plan for this criterimnthe text box below. The plan should includeg atinimum, the goals, activities
timelines, and responsible parties (see Reform Elateria elements in Application Instructions cgc&on XllI, Application
Requirements (e), for further detail). Any suppwtevidence the State believes will be helpfubtr peviewers must be describe
and, where relevant, included in the Appendix. &tachments included in the Appendix, note in dreative the location where
the attachments can be found.

>
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Recommended maximum response length: Eight pages

Not only will DC be one of the first states to atitge Common Core Standards, it will also move aggively to implement the
core standards and aligned assessments. In fats,d# D calls for interim assessments aligneddadsdrds to be delivered every|6-
8 weeks throughout the school year beginning ihZedl1 — well in advance of the planned transitmthe common summative
assessment — in order to provide critical infororato teachers and students alike. The plan asddas for statewide professional
development for every teacher related to the ComBare Standards, as well as for development oflstais entry points to
encourage differentiated standards-based instructio

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standas and high-quality assessments

Education should offer students an opportunityutbliftheir dreams and reach their maximum potairis members of society.

College and career-readiness exit standards, angr#de-level standards that lead up to them,eyekvers of such educational
opportunity. When instruction and assessment aedudly aligned with internationally benchmarkedrstiards that are proven to
prepare students for life beyond high school, laildcen benefit. This high-quality education is woly a moral obligation for DC,

but also an economic imperative in an increasigigpal economy.

OSSE's plan for standards rollout is based on tteeets. First, proper standards implementatiomp®ssible without
accompanying interim and summative assessmentspéEmentation of proper standards demands ussgsament data to
continually improve instruction. Second, all stuemust find standards challenging yet accessitdéjding students with special
needs, as well as at-risk and other high-needestsidFinally, standards implementation is not detepuntil high school
graduation requirements are connected with collegkuniversity entrance requirements. DC’s refooalg and performance

measures to achieve this are outlined below:
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GOAL 1: Successfully transition to and implement commaearimationally benchmarked K-12 standards in Endlshguage Arts
and Mathematics through clear guidance to all exlegtakeholders (e.g., staff, parents, studeanssnéss community, higher
education, etc.) and high-quality professional ttgument for teachers and school staff

GOAL 2: Successfully transition to high-quality assessmeyath interim and summative, aligned to thesedstads

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by School Year 2011-12, 100% of participating LEAlsimplement interim and summative

assessments

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: prior to the rollout of the Common Core Standaird$chool Year 2011-12, every
teacher/principal/administrator statewide (in baihrticipating and non-participating LEAS) will beqvided with at least one
professional development opportunity on implemeritie Common Core Standards. These employeedsailteceive multiple
PD opportunities during School Year 2011-12.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3: all participating LEAs will participate in the Conan Core Standards Working Group

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 4: by Fall 2012, the Special Education Data SystenD&Ewill be aligned with the Common Cor,
Standard.

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Implement a Fast, Aggressive Rollout Plan for @mmon Core Standards and Assessments
e (B) Create, Organize, and Fund a Common Core Standds Working Group

e (C) Create Standards Entry Points for Differentiated Learning

e (D) Align High School Exit Criteria and College Entance Requirements
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(A) Implement a Fast, Aggressive Rollout Plan for @mmon Core Standards and Assessments

DC’s small size allows for a nimble and efficieatlout and implementation of the Common Core Stastsland assessments.
Importantly, OSSE'’s plan to adopt the Common Cdam&ards immediately distinguishes it from othatest. The State rollout
plan for Common Core Standards includes: (1) stalsdaaterials and a website for teachers, parantspther key stakeholders,
(2) a modified version of the DC-CAS aligned to @@mmon Core Standards, and (3) mandatory intesgsassments approved by
OSSE.

Standards Materials. In order to facilitate clear communication witlalstholders regarding the transition to the CommoreC
Standards and assessments, OSSE will work withire{texperts to write introductory material and ttaat with a graphic design

company to lay out clear, high-quality standardgkbets outlining the new English Language Arts Mathematics standards for

-

educators. These materials will be printed andidigied statewide; however, OSSE is NOT requedRiage to the Top funding fo
the creation and distribution of these materials.

OSSE is also committed to ensuring that teacherdests, parents, and community members have atxeslevant and easy-to-
understand information about the new common staisdand what they mean in terms of expectationsttatent work. OSSE will
partner with external experts and a web designdetelop and launch the OSSE Common Core Standeniosite, a clear,
coherent website featuring the new standards amdding a one-stop source for materials and infarmmeabout the Common
Core Standards in the DC context. The goal ofwhibsite is to make the standards come alive aedptain how they will be used
on a daily basis in the classroom. The websiteaislb serve as a bridge between the current D@attds and the Common Core
Standards. The website will include:

e Materials for teachers/administrators. model standards-based lessons, a detailed cralksivat explains the difference

U)

between the old and new standards, annotated stexiemplars, and online instructional videos

57



e Materials for students: sample questions for different standards, anaegilon of how standards connect to career/col
readiness, and an overview of standards in studendly language

e Materials for parents: an introduction to the Common Core, tips on hownbnitor a child’s progress in mastering
standards, and information on the re-alignmenhefC-CAS. All materials will be available in seakdifferent
languages.

Although the OSSE Common Core Standards websitdagasily navigable for students and parents,Ex@8ognizes that many

students and parents may not use the websitertoneare about the new standards. Many of the nadsefior students and parent
will be materials that teachers can use in thesotemsn and administrators can distribute to pardémisvidual LEAs will also
receive funding to implement the Common Core Statglaccording to the needs of their communitiesiteeiwebsite will be a
one-stop shop for materials and information thatagd this process.

Additionally, the OSSE Common Core Standards welgill be interactive. Parents, schools and LEA$ vd encouraged to
submit information, such as long-term and shontatptans for standards implementation, informatidmakchures for parents,
standards rubrics, and more. All quality materidl be posted.

Summative Assessment. Implementing new standards without an aligned,mative assessment is unacceptable. DC’s immedi
roll-out of the Common Core Standards will resnltag time between the need for a summative assegsatigned to the Commo
Core Standards and the finalization of the congortleveloped assessment. Consequently, OSSE tiewiglg that modifying the
DC-CAS is an important component of the state ublj@an. A vendor will be hired by Summer 2010 &gin work on a revised
DC-CAS that aligns with new standards. This proeaidoth inform and be informed by the curriculand resources alignmen
work that will also be done to prepare schoolsrfgglementation of the Common Core Standards. Whéaerevised DC-CAS is
being developed, the DC-CAS will be administeresti& (i.e., aligned to the current DC learningnstards) for 2010 and 2011
test administrations. The revised DC-CAS will bedified only slightly (current DC standards are hksimilar to the Common

ege
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Core Standards) and will be ready for the 2012adstinistration. This work will NOT be funded thgiuRace to the Top, but is
important to the overall reform of standards arskasments.

Though the revised DC-CAS will be aligned with @emmon Core Standards, OSSE will ensure that tlveassessment does not
prevent the State from comparing student achievebetween School Year 2011-12 and School Year 2@&12Jpon release of the
Common Core, OSSE will immediately begin creatirgrategy for modifying the new DC-CAS. Dependimgsimilarities
between the current DC Standards and the Commos QSSE may choose to retain the original DC-CAS laaseline, or it may
alternatively decide to adopt a new, recalibrat@skbne. The realigned DC-CAS will be used un#l #loption of a new common
assessment in 2013, developed in collaborationtélCommon Core assessment consortia mentionee .abaevill be helpful in

easing the transition from the old DC-CAS to thevim®mmon assessment.

I nterim Assessment. Participating LEAS have agreed to adopt formaitiverim assessments aligned with the Common Core
Standards in all schools. These interim assessmalhjgovide important data to teachers but wibtie used for evaluative
purposes. OSSE will provide a recommended listeofdors to provide interim assessments, but LEAschagse to work with a
different vendor or create their own assessmesitaewide interim assessment is not appropriatealdeéferences in curricular

sequencing across LEAS).

All adopted interim assessments for grades 3-1@ mast the following requirements, derived from teeommendations of a

working group consisting of representatives frorartér schools, OSSE, DCPS, and local nonprofitrargaions:

I nterim Assessment Design and Implementation
e The interim assessments for English Language AxdsMathematics in grades 3-10 are to be basedeo@dmmon Core

Standards and broken into sub-standards in ordeake the assessments instructionally useful

e Multiple questions are to be asked for each stahdar
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e The degree of difficulty, language, and questiomiats are to be modeled after the current DC-Cfegng are to be
vertically aligned, and the sequence of items &lign with the sequence of curriculum within theA.

o Assessed standards are to be spiraled across Imalkigessments to provide for review and allowheacto see

improvement
e All assessments are to have multiple choice and ogmponse question types
e The format is to be paper-based or online withlaltyato view questions
e Four to five English language arts and four to fivath assessments are to be designed for eacbfygrades 3-10

e Assessments are to be given every 6-8 weeks, dligitb the LEA calendar

LEAs will be given formula funding to either purcaor create their own interim assessments. Al@shwithin participating
LEAs are expected to have interim assessmentaae for students by School Year 2011-12. LEA fugdsalso provided for
School Year 2010-11 and LEAs may use this monegtlamdards-aligned interim assessments or alteeigtfunding can be used
to cover development costs for a new assessmentided that LEAs fulfill their interim assessmeatuirements, they may also
use funds for other formative tools and processas,(item banks) that are embedded in instruamhused to provide timely

feedback for purposes of adjusting instructiomtpriove learning.

After discussions with assessment vendors and sphiocipals, OSSE has provided a level of RTTTdung that is more than
sufficient for school-wide interim assessments,valltnot fully cover the fixed costs of an interiassessment designed to the
Common Core Standards. This is one instance (@ragwhere OSSE believes RTTT formula funding wlprove
communication and collaboration between LEAs. ldeotto help LEAs take advantage of economies désCESE will
collaborate with LEAs to discuss interim assessm@tibns. Small LEAs, particularly one-campus ohigtare encouraged to

partner with other LEAs that use a similar curnisulto purchase interim assessments. AdditionalAd may purchase LEA-
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created interim assessments from one another,tingesthools to share best practi

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1.

Adopt Standards (as explained in Section B1): §@2i10, State Board of Education

Hold Community Meetings to inform parents and comityumembers of the changes in standards and assats Spring
2010 — Fall 2010, OSSE (LEAs are also requiredtd their own standards/assessment community nggefar their local
communities, as well as to provide in-school tragnior teachers)

Design and Develop Core Standards Website: Fab 2@¢dndor under OSSE
Contract with vendor to align DC-CAS with Commonr€&tandards: Summer 2010, OSSE
Develop and implement interim assessments:

¢ Identify vendors capable of meeting the State reguents (above) for interim assessments and pulsidio LEAS:
Summer 2010, OSSE

e Organize meetings for LEAs to meet and discussimtassessment purchasing partnerships: Fall 208GE
e Sign contract with vendor (LEAs may also write th@wvn interim assessments): Winter 2010, LEAs

e Implement interim assessments: School Year 2011-H2As

(B) Create, Organize, and Fund a Common Core Standds Working Group

In addition to implementing interim assessmentsAg ust be integrally involved in professional depenent around the new
Common Core Standards. In a joint letter to Genkadj Executive Director of CCSSO, on October 2009, State

Superintendent of Education Briggs and State BBaedident Raymond state, “Our biggest obstacla frccessful

61



implementation will be the investment in signifitamd ongoing professional development for teacl@&SE has begun to
consider the options for addressing the areaseatgst concern for teachers and providing the sacgsupports.” Considerable
work is underway statewide to develop expectationistructional planning and delivery. In DCP8;, instance, the introductior
of the Teaching and Learning Framework has laiddbadation for common expectations. DC’s overteawvide plan for
professional development is two-pronged and calis(ll) statewide collaboration around standardamihg, and (2) formula
funding for LEASs to carry out individual implemenitan plans for their schools and communities.

With regard to the former, the Common Core Stargl®vdrking Group will bring LEA leadership teams étiger to create and
review plans for implementation of standards andicuiar alignment. The Working Group will meetSummer and Fall of 2010
and regularly throughout the school year to helg\t Bevelop standards implementation plans to irectudriculum design and
job-embedded professional development for teachithin each LEA. Experts in the area of curriculadaptation for students
with special needs, as well as for at-risk / offelr students, will attend each meeting.

With regard to the latter, participating LEAs wiiceive direct funding for standards implementatiad will commit to providing:
(1) materials and information sessions to paremisstudents on the Common Core Standards, andofgpon Core Standards

professional development for teachers prior toojhening of school in Fall 2011 and then regulatyiny School Year 2011-12.

A4

OSSE believes that differences between LEA comnasnitecessitate implementation at the LEA levei viall provide broad-base
support through the OSSE Common Core Standardsteiebeacher professional development at the LE&lvill include:

e Curriculum alignment stipends: funding for curriculum specialists to work ongading current curriculum to the Common

Core Standards

e Training stipends: funding for trainers/coaches to work with teashend staff on the Common Core Standards

implementation
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Hold Common Core Standards Working Group meetiRgH:2010 — Summer 2011, OSSE

2. Conduct information sessions with parents and atbermunity members: Summer 2011 and ongoing, LEAs
3. Provide school-level professional development om@on Core Standards: Summer 2011 and ongoing, LEAS

(C) Create Standards Entry Points for Differentiated Learning

True standards implementation means that the Con@oo@ Standards are both challenging and real@tidLL students. DC’s
reform plan calls for collaboration across statethe development of @tandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learnimgnual,
which outlines the progression of skills and knalgle that leads to mastery of each standard. Timsepoints enable teachers t

O

differentiate instruction according to an individlstudent’s starting point, and allow studentsdbchallenging but achievable
academic goals. The manual links standards td aflectivities, ranging in difficulty, that will&lp ensure that every student
receives instruction that is challenging but adtéssThis work is vital to further OSSE’s goalsingprove the educational
opportunities for DC students with special need® famework, and training around the frameworli, provide necessary
supports to teachers to better meet the needsddrsts with special needs. Furthermore, DC’s redeaeus on serving students
with special needs must raise expectations forgitusip of students in order to improve their chartoesucceed in school and
better prepare them for workforce or postseconddugcation success.

In format and philosophy, tH&tandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learniwdl be similar to theMassachusetts Curriculum
Frameworks for Students with Disabilitjiedthough OSSE believes that the entry pointselexant for students of all levels (i.e.,
not just students with special needs). OSSE wilticoie efforts to reach out to states that haveadly created similar manuals and
also encourages new, inexperienced states to joaflaborative. The OSSE vision for tBéandards Entry Points a collaboration
of states committed to differentiating instructeecording to individual student abilities. Partigss across states will save time
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and resources, allowing members to focus on trgiaid implementation of the entry points and engltine sharing of important

implementation lessons and practices.

OSSE also plans to facilitate teacher and edugaitdessional development on the of use ofStendards Entry Point® inform
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) teams, as waslto show how the manual can help link curricudnd intervention resources
to ensure standards progression throughout theokghar for all students. This training will alleadministrators and teacher-
leaders to create a school-wide plan for conne¢tisgCommon Core Standards to the instructiongifdmeeds students and
students with special needs, using the newly dpeelS§tandards Entry Pointas a guide.

Finally, SEDS, the statewide special education dgséem, will be upgraded to align with the Comn@mme Standards and the
Standards Entry PointSEDS will contain a drop-down menu listing then@oon Core Standards to inform IEP writers. This
functionality will allow educators to use the datab, not only to track IDEA compliance, but alsalévelop IEP goals aligned
with Common Core Standards and to monitor studedrpss toward those goals.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Partner with a state Department of Education tategtandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learni@ymmer 2010 —
Spring 2011, OSSE

2. Contract with a vendor to provide teacher trairomgheStandards Entry Point$-all 2011 and ongoing

3. Fund a vendor to align the Special Education Dgtae®n (SEDS) with the Common Core Standards: vehided by Spring
2011, with rollout in Fall 2012, OSSE

(D) Align High School Exit Criteria and College Entance Requirements

Aligning high school exit criteria and college emice requirements with the Common Core Standadiassessments is an area
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strength for DC, thanks to The Double the NumbBrEN) Coalition (described in detail in Section F@yeated in 2007 by a
number of DC stakeholders and the Bill & Melindat€saFoundation, the DTN Coalition strives to inseeghe number of DC
students who graduate from college. Since 2007dineber of partners and coalition members has gtovaver 40 members,
including the Washington Teachers’ Union and vasioammunity, business and parent groups. The DTalit@m currently
works with the DCPS Office of Secondary Transfolioraaind the PCSB to determine a statewide strdtaggnproving the
college readiness of graduating District high s¢iseaiors.

As a final strategy, DC will develop a P-20 Consont, consisting of representatives from LEAs anivensities, to align high
school exit requirements with college and careadireess standards and with local college entragpa@nements. This group will
work collaboratively with the Double the Numbersaliion to craft a strategy for the creation of-A2Pcollege-going culture. All
LEAs will have the opportunity to contribute to the20 Consortium, which will convene for the fitishe in Fall 2010 and meet
regularly thereafter. The work will align with asdpport current efforts to ensure that graduaguirements codified in the
District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMRIjgn with college- and career-readiness standards.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Convene a P-20 Consortium of 10-12 members: morgtayting in Fall 2010, OSSE

2. Work with the DTN Coalition and local institutio$ higher education to collect data on the levgbi@paration of students
graduating from DC high schools. These data wilibed to inform the P-20 Consortium: Spring 201356
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(C) Data Systems to Support Instruction(47 total points)

State Reform Conditions Criteria

(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudnal data systen (24 points — 2 points per America COMPETES element)

The extent to which the State has a statewide todigial data system that includes all of the Ame@OMPETES Act elements
(as defined in this notice).

In the text box below, the State shall describekvikiements of the America COMPETES Act (as defimtds notice) are
currently included in its statewide longitudinaltdasystem.

Evidence:
e Documentation for each of the America COMPETES élements (as defined in this notice) that is inethich the State’s
statewide longitudinal data system.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

With internationally benchmarked standards andhaligsummative and formative assessments in pla€ayiDbe poised to
collect and utilize standards-based data to dnsg&uction. By 2011, all participating LEAs will & in-school Data Coaches or
Data Leads charged with facilitating the developinoda school-level data-driven culture. By 201 participating LEAs will
have instructional improvement systems that alleal-time access to 360-degree student, teachele-ggael and school data, an
teachers and administrators will have the knowlegiggskills to use these tools to drive studenieaeiment.

(C)(2) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinaldata system

In August 2007, OSSE was awarded funds to buildimptement a SLDS and has begun building a Stasewihgitudinal
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Education Data warehouse (SLED) that will incorpel required capabilities and key elements S£8S, as outlined by the
America COMPETES Act. OSSE has also requestediadditfunds, via the American Recovery and Reinvestt Act (ARRA)
of 2009, to expand the scope of the original 200D S project plan. OSSE envisions a comprehensistesythat promotes the

generation and use of accurate and timely datgliies the processes used by OSSE to make datspieent to all stakeholders

facilitates research to improve student achieveraadtclose achievement gaps, and encourages scggi@dtand informed
decision-making at all levels of the education eyst

Current plans for SLED include integration of thleetements of the America COMPETES Act, includtheg following:
e Unique statewide student identifier
e Student-level enrollment, demographic, and progpanicipation information

e Student-level information about the points at wistidents exit, transfer in, transfer out, drop-outcomplete P-16

education programs
e Capacity to communicate with higher education dgtsiems
e State data audit system to assess data qualitglityabnd reliability
e Yearly test records of individual students on DCSCA
¢ Information on students not tested by grade angesub
e A teacher identifier system with the ability to lateachers to students
e Student-level transcript information, includinganfnation on course completion and grades
e Student-level college readiness test scores

¢ Information regarding the extent to which studerdasition successfully from secondary school tstgecondary
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education, includig whether students enroll in remedial course\

A completed SLED will enable schools/LEAs to shedecational records such as electronic transcitpisll potentially feature four
separate dashboards for school administratordieemsqolicymakers, and researchers. The dashbedirdsovide specific just-in-
time data geared to the needs of the user. SLHRWN@ for cross-sector collaboration and the togeof a truly statewide system.

To date, the SLED has already developed UniquesBtudentifiers (USIs) and incorporated studentllewroliment and demographic
information as well as student level exit, transded dropout information for School Year 2008-88pendix C1.1 includes screenshad
that illustrate the integration of these three An@e€COMPETES elements within the syst&kithin DC, the USI is called the DC
Student Tracking and Reporting System (DC-STARSSfatewide, all students are assigned a DC-STAR®ich have already
been useful in tracking student mobility across EEBSSE will also provide support to LEAs to valkdteir data.

Despite significant advancements, there is stillkito be done to achieve the broader mission o8BS program. OSSE was

forced to terminate the contract with its prime denin September 2009, due to perpetual under-paaoce and missed deadlings.

OSSE has already commissioned and received amaksmsessment of the system from Gartner, Ininfarmation Technology
analysis firm. Gartner has assessed SLED funcitgnatchitecture, and infrastructure to inform fh®ject moving forward.
Additionally, the following anticipated SLED relesadates have been set:

e June 2010: Completion of USIs and enrolimf®ntthe current school year

Elements | ntegrated
0 Unique statewide student identifier

0 Student-level enrollment, demographic and prograrig@pation information

o0 Student-level information about the points at whetidents exit, transfer in, transfer out, dropautomplete P-16
education programs
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December 2011: Assessments and Graduation Status

Element I ntegrated

0 Yearly test records of individual students

June 2012: Attendance, Courses, Schedules, Saigtiiacipline, Grades/Grade Point Average

Elements I ntegrated

o Information on students not tested by grade angestub
o0 State data audit system to assess data qualitglityand reliability
0 Student-level transcript information, includinganfation on courses completion and grades

December 2012: Early Childhood and Adult Educati®is, College Enroliment and Persistence, Eleatrdmnscript

Elements I ntegrated

o Student-level college readiness scores
o Capacity to communicate with higher education dgtsiems

o Information regarding the extent to which studérdaasition successfully from secondary school tstgecondary
education, including whether students enroll inedral coursework

June 2013: Teacher Data (Early Childhood ProvigefoPmance, Kindergarten Readiness AssessmenpfOut
School Time

Elements I ntegrated

0 A teacher identifier system with the ability to lateacher and student data

o Other information determined necessary to addrggsaent and adequate preparation for successsts@condary
education
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Until all elements and capabilities are integratdthin the SLED after its full development, the t8thas taken creative measures to
make most of these data available to educatiorebtd#ters in the interim. OSSE is creating a stutbyl file with achievement
and demographic information (for available yeahs will be offered to researchers by Spring 2@MBSE has also assembled a

working group to create a transparent processrfparozations to apply for access to student-lemdl @hort-level data.

Additionally, the Special Education Data Systenfgens many of the functions of an SLDS, althougis tlesigned specifically
for students with special needs. SEDS stores theidual educational goals of all statewide speedlcation students, including
those in private placements. It tracks IEP goatssanvices, automatically flagging additional neadd improving instruction by
equipping principals and teachers with crucial sgdesducation details. SEDS is also improving comiation among schools so
that records follow students, even as they trarsfieools. Finally, SEDS helps schools write bd&&s through the provision of
templates, resources, reports, and a detailed “duidtst.

Candidly, SLED’s current functionality is limitedffering reporting on only three of the America CBEITES elements. However

OSSE has responded with a quick and detailed imgaiéation timeline and vision that exceeds the reqguents listed within this
application. Furthermore, the data analysis undgmthin the State in the absence of a statewidgitadinal system makes DC
truly unigue. As outlined in Section C3, DCPS arehinDC charter LEAs are using sophisticated dasdyais systems and
methods that surpass the initiatives of many LEAR access to existing statewide systems.

Reform Plan Criteria

(C)(2) Accessing and using State da (5 points)

The extent to which the State has a high-qualiynpb ensure that data from the State’s statewiolgitudinal data system are
accessible to, and used to inform and engage as@jate, key stakeholders.g, parents, students, teachers, principals, LEA
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leaders, community members, unions, researchatgaitymakers); and that the data support decisiakers in the continuous
improvement of efforts in such areas as policytriretion, operations, management, resource alloeagind overall effectivene$s.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (&eelication Instructions or Section Xll, Applicaii Requirements (e), for further
detail). Any supporting evidence the State belieuk®e helpful to peer reviewers must be desctibed, where relevant, included
in the Appendix. For attachments included in thpeiplix, note in the narrative the location where #ttachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data

DC is committed to ensuring that data are accesaidl understandable to all stakeholders. DC’s mumsegoublicly funded schoo
options create a wide variety of P—12 choices fGrfBmilies, making the accessibility, timelinessd aeliability of statewide data
on school and student performance — including stiudehievement, graduation rates, and college measdi— critical:

GOAL 1: Inform and engage key stakeholders (e.g., parstudents, teachers, principals, LEA leaders, coniijmmembers,
unions, researchers and policymakers) through prowed, interactive, user-friendly online database

GOAL 2: Provide data to decision-makers for the continuoysovement of reform efforts related to poliaystruction,

operations, management, resource allocation, aedhtbeffectiveness

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall 2011, OSSE will have revised its curreabsite to allow users to view data through a
choice of graphic displays and to view data atdbleool, LEA, and state level (in aggregate or by RGubgroup)

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2012, OSSE will have created a more ugendly website from which users will be ab‘le

2 Successful applicants that receive Race to thegfamt awards will need to comply with the Famijugational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), incluglin
34 CFR Part 99, as well as State and local reqeinésiregarding privacy.
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to download aggregate-level data spreadsheets stétistics about students, teachers, and schoaltsatte relevant to decision-

making

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Expand Capacity and Systems for Data Access
e (B) Enhance Availability of Statewide Data to Key $&keholders

DC’s multitude of public school options for studeafford DC parents several means for comparingaslacross the State.
FOCUS, a local advocacy organization for publicrtdraschools, has created a data dashboard sstéhkaholders can easily
interpret school-level data and compare performameeng public schools. GreatSchools.net, underacnith Fight For
Children, a local non-profit organization, has teeascorecards for every DC public school and hangeach school a
comparative rating. Additionally, OSSE provides Adate Yearly Progress (AYP) data, graduation raes,attendance figures for
schools and student sub-groups, going back asf20@3. Local parents report that the quantityadtéds both helpful and

overwhelming.

OSSE's plan is to ensure that this informatiorelsyant and easy-to-use for decision-making, thepeitting pressure on low-
achieving schools to change. OSSE will use RTT ifugto develop a user-friendly website to helpepés sort through the

various tools and websites that provide data o thddren’s schools. OSSE envisions a websité¢ phavides a roadmap for
parents to address what data means, where datedanond, and how data can be used to inform anpaneext steps (e.g., schoal
visits, teacher discussions, etc.) to ensure théttren are meeting or exceeding expectations tit@meaningful and relevant
school model or program. Additionally, OSSE willdrove the current website’s functionality, inclugliproviding the ability to
view data through a choice of graphic displaysyak as the ability to view data at the school, LEBAd state level, in aggregate pr
by NCLB subgroup.
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In addition, OSSE seeks to improve data availgttititbe used in the continuous improvement of refefforts related to policy,
instruction, operations, management, resourceatltmt, and overall school effectiveness. Users lvalable to download
aggregate-level data spreadsheets with statidimst students, teachers, and schools that areargléy decision-making. All
information about students and teachers will bpstd of personal identifiers.

In an effort to increase stakeholder capacity soargl understand data, OSSE will hold communitytimge with parents, other
community members, and decision-makers to dishessvays in which they can use data to make infordesdsions, be better
informed about the state of education within DQJ ba active participants in their local school camities.

Simultaneously, OSSE will seek to increase datdadibty for key stakeholders beyond parents andhediate community
members. In particular, OSSE will become more raspe to researchers from external organizatiodsuaniversities interested in
using researching statewide data for research pagpd he build-out of systems to make data mordablato researchers is
further detailed in Section C3. Functionality Wit integrated into the new website to allow OSS#ack and analyze data
downloads, in order to inform a better understamaihstatewide research priorities and data interes

Finally, OSSE intends to push forward the timefmereporting DC-CAS results (schools currentlyaige scores in late June.)
While OSSE will not request RTTT funding for thisbelieves that this accelerated timeframe coaldeha significant impact on
schools, teachers, administrators, and other lkghblders and policymakers who rely on this infation to make important

school management decisions.

The work plan for these initiatives is as follows:
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(A) Expand Capacity and Systems for Data Access

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Create a new, user-friendly website that allows #tekeholders easy-to-use access to data throteghdtive web functions:
Fall 2011, OSSE

2. Hold community meetings with parents and other comity members to discuss how data can be made usefal to them:
Fall 2011, OSSE

(B) Enhance Availability of Statewide Data to Key &keholders

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Publish additional data to key stakeholders, inaggarents, decision-makers, and researchers26aft, OSSE

OSSE will also develop a portfolio of research-geddta sets and an online research request tadibie researchers or outside
organizations to easily apply for access to dabesé strategies are further detailed in Section C3.

(C)(3) Using data to improve instructior (18 points)
The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojideas a high-quality plan to—

(i) Increase the acquisition, adoption, and uslead! instructional improvement systems (as deffimethis notice) that provide
teachers, principals, and administrators with termation and resources they need to inform argione their instructional
practices, decision-making, and overall effectissne

(i) Support participating LEAs (as defined ingmotice) and schools that are using instructionptovement systems (as define
in this notice) in providing effective professiomBdvelopment to teachers, principals and admitetgan how to use these
systems and the resulting data to support contmwmiructional improvement; and
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(i) Make the data from instructional improvemesystems (as defined in this notice), together stigttewide longitudinal data
system data, available and accessible to researsbdhat they have detailed information with whizlevaluate the effectiveness
of instructional materials, strategies, and apgdneador educating different types of studertg( students with disabilities,
English language learners, students whose achieuaswell below or above grade level).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detallhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenate the location where the
attachment can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pages

RTTT funding will ensure that every school in paigating DC LEAs has the following: (1) a high gtiainstructional
improvement system that is used to make real-tiagsoom decisions, and (2) a school-level expeusing data for instructiona
purposes who can coach and support colleaguesnig data effectively. It will also ensure that infeation is made available to
researchers who can help improve DC’s understarafihgw to target, reposition, and accelerate refefforts.

GOAL 1: Develop instructional improvement systems aligttedata systems
GOAL 2: Provide professional development necessary terf@stlata-driven culture within all schools

GOAL 3: Make data from instructional improvement systent thhe SLED available/accessible to researcherthéevaluation of
the effectiveness of various reform models, instomal materials, strategies, and approaches facatohg different types of
students

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall 2012, 100% of participating LEAs will hagteveloped instructional improvement
systems according to application-defined criteria
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2011, 100% of participating LEAs will haaa in-school Data Coach or Analyst who
devotes a significant portion of his/her time tsténing a school-level data-driven culture

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3: by Fall 2010, processes for external researchensddk with state-level data will be streamling

and efficient

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Develop Instructional Improvement Systems aliged to Data Systems

e (B) Support Participating LEAs in Providing Effective PD on Data-driven Instruction
e (C) Increase the Availability and Access of Data t&kesearchers

Effective data analysis is a cornerstone of theemC RTTT plan. In addition to the plan outlinkeélow, RTTT initiatives
introduced elsewhere in the application are alsaged on creation and refinement of instructiomgirovement systems.

Table C3.1 Initiatives Supported by Data & Accountdility

A1%4

RTTT Initiatives

Connection to Data & Accountability

SectionD2: Teacher and Principal Evaluation Systen: DC
plans to support LEAs in expanding and refiningeys
currently used to evaluate teachers, including ifuméor the
expansion of IMPACT

SectionC3: IMPACT expansion involves adding new
functionality to the current tool so that princgpahd
administrators can easily manipulate data on systielestrengths
and weaknesses, and determine necessary reaht@mentions

SectionD5: Individualized PD Platform: RTTT funding will
support the development of the Individualized PBxfeirm.
Teachers and principals will be able to share pesttices, view
videos, find lesson and unit plans, share PD idmas$ more.

SectionC3: The Individualized PD Platform is an interacti
PD system that connects teachers and principaltsRix
resources based on needs identified in their etrahsaand in
student data, including training on data-drivenringion.

=N
A\1”4

SectionE2: Office of School Innovation Capacity The Office of
School Innovation will develop school-level scorésao manage
relationships with partner schools executing twuads. These
scorecards offer indicators of performance cettralrnaround
schools, such as academic proficiency, attendartdiacipline.

D

SectionC3: OSI will work with partner schools to determin
performance measures relative to benchmarks, &r ood
target interventions that lead to changes at theadand
classroom level
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(C)(3)(i) Using data to improve instruction: Instructional improvement systems

Effective instructional improvement systems perfdwo functions. First, they provide teachers withi@able data to inform real

time decisions and secondly, they provide supmortdachers to use those data to inform instrucédthough DCPS currently
uses a sophisticated series of interconnectedmatavement systems, many charter LEAs lack systbatsmeet baseline criteria.
Consequently, OSSE'’s strategy is two-pronged. ,Hirgiill fund instructional improvement systemsatimeet baseline criteria in
all participating charter LEAs (described belowgc&nd, it will help DCPS expand its IMPACT evaloatsystems, ensuring that|
DCPS teachers can be strategic with their own ingreent efforts (described in Section D5).

DCPS currently uses a robust instructional improaeinsystem called DC-STARS, an internet-based &tudérmation System
that provides teachers, administrators, and ceaotfiaé staff with a centralized location to enteahage all student-related data.
Among other functions, DC-STARS tracks student dgmaphic information, attendance, grades, and pssgmevards graduation,
all to help allow teachers to make informed indiaral changes based on students and classroodstradditionally, the
Blackman/Jones Database, a database tailored¢@mbkpducation in the District of Columbia, provéd@formation on students
receiving special education services, includingetines of IEP development and service provisiortalRashboards are available|to
special education coordinators and principals withting system of the school's performance.

1%

Instead of expanding already sufficient DCPS sttiiarel data systems, RTTT funding will support theher development of thg
online portal associated with IMPACT, the new ea#ilbn system used to measure teacher performageeSection D2). This
system provides data to teachers, including trendadividual teacher performance. The system pitewides administrators with
system-wide trends in effectiveness gaps, allowimggcipals and others to help in the determinatiotargeted and relevant
interventions. IMPACT is both a human capital ea#iton system as well as an instructional improvdmsgstem that will provide
teachers, principals, and administrators with actide data.
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Data use for charter LEAs is quite different, althb many use instructional improvement systems#fely. Thurgood Marshall
Academy, for instance, has developed an internasy&lem that is informed every 6-8 weeks by theaskthinterim assessments
Center City PCS uses the DIBELS Data System tedegular weekly monitoring, planning, and coortdorawith early
childhood coaches, teachers and specialists. Addilily, partnerships with Achievement Network (ANetirrently exist in nine
LEAs and across 26 campuses, in addition to in CP® schools. ANet provides teachers with interisgeesment data while
working directly with principals to provide specifschool-level information. Although 95% of chartéfAs have student
information systems and 98% use interim assesspmeatsy charter LEAs struggle because they haventooy disparate data
systems. Some LEAs use 5-6 systems requiring mamia/ for every data elemei@onsequently, many charter schools face the

following challenges:
e Data are isolated in many different and dispargséesns
e Assembling data for OSSE and PCSB requests regutegantial human capital resources and skill
e Many systems cannot analyze assessment/perforrdate@ccording to standards in a way that willrimfenstruction
e Few tools incorporate a value-added model

e Few tools allow for the analysis of data at a ctass), grade, disaggregated, or intervention lexg.( by instructional

coaches and administrators)

RTTT plans to address these needs, providing alsastiéh an instructional management system thadrtepo the PCSB and
OSSE, and also allows for data to be used to dtaedards-based decisions. The solution involvesctymponents:

e A data integration tool to provide automatic cortimts and move data between systems. Other stdtesissystems

\"ZJ

report that high quality data are available onlyewleach piece of information is entered into areksystem that supports
data integration tools. New platforms will then nent to PCSB and OSSE databases using an Extracsférm and Load
(ETL) tool.
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The following requirements for instructional impesaent systems have been developed by a working gransisting of
representatives from charter schools, OSSE, DORSloaal non-profit organizations:

Design Process

Design Elements

An analysis tool to provide actionable, simpledad information across data elements, systemgjraadProviding high-
quality visualization of data makes it possible tieachers and administrators to spend more tiniegach information and
using their unique expertise to target instructionaterials and interventions appropriately.

Phased deployment and DC field testing
Extensive professional development during adoptizasse of each component
Annual re-training of data contacts

Extensive on-demand help — video, manuals, quifskeace cards, and contextual help in both acagésiarpreting data

Adaptability of platform to the data system a sdheses

Ability to pull data from student information syste to produce a 360-degree view of a student, dimeduattendance,

grades, standards-based assessment data, andobémavwone-page display
Reporting tools that employ graphs/visualizations

Seamless integration of Common Core Standardsgstglowth measure, adjusted cohort rate graduat@asure and

dropout risk
Trends in standards-based performance by studassroom, teacher, grade and school

Trends in standards-based student growth by studiessroom, teacher, grade and school
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Through discussions with charter school principald local data experts, OSSE has calculated @stistate for providing every

participating charter LEA with an instructional impement system. All charter LEAs that submit aagéa adopting an instructiona

improvement system according to parameters detallede will receive Race to the Top funding. LEAsovwcan save money by

purchasing a system together (i.e., in partnensitipother schools or LEAS) or who choose to pusehan LEA-created system are

encouraged to do so. OSSE believes that theseap€BT T funding opportunities will further enhanclearter communication

throughout the state. The plan for ensuring thakd Bave a high-functioning instructional improvermgystem follows:

(A) Develop Instructional Improvement Systems Aliged to Data Systems

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1.

4.

5.

Identify vendors capable of meeting the requiresmentlined above and designing systems that aegrimted with both the
Common Core Standards and 8tandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learni@ubmit a list of approved vendors to
LEAs: Summer 2010, OSSE

Submit a plan for using funds to adopt or expandhatuctional improvement system: Fall 2010, LEAs
Award grants to LEAs based on need and plan qualfigter 2011, OSSE
Sign a contract with an OSSE-approved vendor (LEAy also design their own systems): Spring 201184 E

Implement new or improved instructional improvemsydtem: Fall 2012, LEAS

(C)(3)(il) Using data to improve instruction: Suppat for use of instructional improvement systems

OSSE has and will continue to provide statewiddgasional development (PD) on using data to impmstguction. This year, for

instance, OSSE offered DC-CAS workshops that iredueiktensive training for individual schools tol@xpertise in using data
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to improve instructio. All LEAs participated in the prograr

Creating a data-driven culture at the school ldvelyever, requires a resident expert who not ontjeustands how to use data ta
improve instruction, but who also knows student$ staff personally. Participating LEAs have comeadtto providing teachers
with regular planning time for data analysis, aadreschool will also identify a school-based stadimber who can ensure that ti
time is used effectively. RTTT funding will flow idictly to LEAS to fund stipends for a Data Leadmpay for a portion of a full-
time Data Coach in every school within that LEA.Ad€that already have designated school-level Atsfigeaches may fund
professional development related to the use ofadiaive instruction. Data Analyst/Leads respoitisilss include:

e Devising a long-term school-wide strategy for amadg data to improve instruction in conjunctiontwihe principal
e Leading the development/purchase and implementafigrierim assessments in conjunction with thegpal
e Holding regular professional development sessionsefachers on data analysis
e Helping to facilitate PD sessions provided by instional improvement vendors, as outlined in SecG8(i)
e Ensuring grade/subject level meetings are usedadlyze data effectively and to revise plans basecketevant analyses
e Regularly updating school leaders on results o datlysis
The plan for equipping all schools with a data gstabr lead is as follows:
(B) Support Participating LEAs in Providing Effecti ve Professional Development on Data-driven Instrucdn

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. OSSE will provide formula funding for on-site Dateads (e.g., a teacher or administrator who spaipastion of his/her time on

data analysis) or full-time Data Analysts. LEAswain on-site Data Lead or Coach in place can altieaty use the funds for

ongoing job-embedded professional development mg ukta to improve instruction. The timeline fach option follows:
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e Submit plan to hire a school-based InstructionabD¥nalyst/Coach: Fall 2011 and ongoing, LEAs
e Submit plan to train and offer stipends to datdsea schools: Fall 2011 and ongoing, LEAs
e Submit plan for ongoing, job-embedded professideaklopment on data-driven instruction: Fall 204d angoing,

LEAs or vendor under LEAs (this option is for LE&®t currently have a resident data analyst/coach)

2. Submit best practices on uses of data-driven iostruthat can be posted to the Individualized R&f&m. Participating
LEAs will allow professional development sessiom$¢ recorded/posted to the PD platform. LEAS wvitite other LEAS to
participate in or collaborate on PD related to dhteen instruction: Summer 2013 and ongoing, O8SHAs

3. Provide teachers with regular planning time fongsiata to inform instruction: Fall 2011 and ongRibEAS

(C)(3)(iil) Using data to improve instruction: Data availability

DC recognizes that the research community candbeag ally in informing its reform efforts andatkegies. To leverage
researchers in support of reform, OSSE will workwnational education researchers and expertsvelaea list of research
priorities, an online data-request tool, and afpbeot of research-ready data sets. The online dadqaest tool will allow researchers
to request data while providing OSSE with the aptlb monitor requests. OSSE will also provide &hegl support to researchers,
as needed, in order to ensure that data are uaddrahd properly used. Additionally, the data-retjt@ol will allow OSSE to
monitor the research interests of outside orgaiorzst

Researchers may use the data-request tool to temuesr more research-ready data sets or to regeesission to conduct
independent research based on statewide data. {(fdoW@SSE will consult with DCPS and the PCSB tsuea the
appropriateness of research and data requestsdinglconsiderations to ensure that the scope amder of researchers is
unobtrusive.) Priority will be given to researchersmining the effectiveness of instructional materand strategies, as well as

approaches for educating different types of stugléntluding students with special needs, ELLs, andsk/off-track students).
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Participating researchers must agree to offer in&ion sessions upon completion of their studydachers and administrators o

the ways such research can be used to improveatassnstruction.

To ensure timely responses to research requesg&t: @8l provide several research-ready data setdadole on request. The data

sets will provide data in the following key areéls; data on teachers and teacher preparation pnsg ) student achievement

different student populations, (3) financial repugtdata, and (4) data on statewide research pemriOSSE will provide all state-

level data stripped of personal identifiers inrae, downloadable data format. This will allowdbgroups and researchers to
provide better analysis of educational processea® moickly and comprehensively than with curreatisailable data.

(C) Increase the Availability and Access of Data t&Researchers

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Publish a list of research priorities for DC, amd@urage submission of research findings relatedetee priorities: Fall 2010

and ongoing, OSSE

2. Develop an online research request tool that all@ssarchers or outside organizations to easillydppaccess to data: Fall,

2010, OSSE

3. ldentify/create research-ready data sets, incluatisgssment, enrollment, teacher and financialldall2011 and ongoing, OSSE

of

(D) Great Teachers and Leader$138 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principas (21 points)

The extent to which the State has—
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() Legal, statutory, or regulatory provisions thavallalternative routes to certification (as defimedhis notice) for teachers
and principals, particularly routes that allow fooviders in addition to institutions of higher edtion;

(i)  Alternative routes to certification (as definedhis notice) that are in use; and

(i) A process for monitoring, evaluating, and identifyiareas of teacher and principal shortage angrégaring teachers and
principals to fill these areas of shortage.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (D)(1)(i), regarding alternative roate certification for both teachers and principals
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, seguregulations, or other relevant legal documemttuding information
on the elements of the State’s alternative rowesléscribed in the alternative route to certificatlefinition in this notice),

Evidence for (D)(1)(ii), regarding alternative resitto certification for both teachers and prin@pal
e Alist of the alternative certification programsesating in the State under the State’s alternaitiuges to certification (as
defined in this notice), and for each:
0 The elements of the program (as described in teenaltive routes to certification definition insmotice).
o The number of teachers and principals that suagiyssbmpleted each program in the previous acadeesr.
o0 The total number of teachers and principals cediBtatewide in the previous academic year.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

Human capital is the central piece of DC’s RacthéoTop Theory of Change. Reforms in this realmeateemely difficult to
execute, as policies about teachers and princgpalbighly contentious. Nevertheless, in the pastyears, DC has courageously
pushed forward bold human capital reform, standbegdfast in the face of substantial politicalstsice to such reforms. The

District is doggedly committed to a bold vision feform in which all adults will be held accountlfibr their impact on student
achievement. For this reason, Race to the Top re ritical to DC than it is to any other state. B€&2ds Race to the Top as (1) an
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endorsement that DC’s human capital reforms — warehwholly aligned with the criteria in the Grda&achers and Leaders

assurance area — are the right model for the futaune (2) capital to accelerate the reforms andfgdter, faster,” so that DC can

pull out ahead of all other states and prove thiih, the right approach to managing the adulthos| systems, student

achievement is possible on an absolute scale.

DC will use Race to the Top to deliver on the nehdse of bold reforms. Specifically, the Distriali:w

1.

4.

5.

Identify teacher preparation programs that argonotiding effective teachers and hold them accdulattor their quality,
revoking program approval as necessary

Conduct rigorous teacher evaluations, making stugiewth count for at least 50% of evaluations By P, with every
participating LEA committing to use these evaluasian making decisions to retain, promote, and isrstaff

Provide aggressive support of LEA-sponsored tegaipedines for effective and highly effective teacy as well as an
Education Leadership degree to provide principallk the critical skills necessary for managing smlkon an urban district

Create professional development systems directiked to evaluation data

Create consortia of schools anchored by high-agigeschools as a means to disseminate best paaticeitical reform areas

Because DC has the nimble structure and alignetiship that facilitate reforms and help acceletlageachievement of

measurable outcomes, the District anticipates balolg to achieve meaningful results in very shadteo— and much faster than
other states — upon receiving RTTT funds. Rackddlop positions DC to ensure that its cutting ddgeaan capital work can be

accelerated and become a national model for inn@/atiman capital.
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(D)(1)(i): Providing high-quality pathways: Provisions for alternative preparation of teachers and pmcipals

In 2008, in recognition of the need for talent coitted to raising student achievement, DC completelgrhauled requirements fq

-

teacher and principal licensure, and approved namdards for post-baccalaureate, non-degree edymaoaration programs. Th

[}

new standards opened the door for new pools ofsBvialent to become certified DC teachers throngans beyond institutions pf
higher education (IHES). As a result of these mafrqualified non-profit organizations and localeational agencies are able to
develop alternative State-approved educator prapamarograms for both teachers and principals.

In order to be approved under the requirementadordegree, post-baccalaureate licensure progedhadternative preparation
programs in DC must meet a high bar for qualitye Tanuary 2, 200Request for Applications: State Approved Educator
Preparation Programgincluded in Appendix D1.1) describes the Distsicequirements for approved alternative prepanatio
programs. These requirements demonstrate the Stasestence that all incoming educators be steontjcapable.

The regulatory language recognizing alternativéif@ation appears in the District of Columbia Maipal Regulations (DCMR)
Title 5, Chapter 16, Professional Education Reguénets. Section 81601.11 explicitly stipulates th@h participants and
graduates of recognized alternative certificatioon¢IHE) programs as well as traditional highereadion programs may be
licensed.

Section 81667 outlines the licensure requiremantsdhool administrators. Like the teaching reguoitest, these regulations were
overhauled in 2008 and support alternatively preggrincipals and assistant principals. The newlegipns recognize that well-
gualified candidates may have advanced degreesletke field of education, such as a Masters isifg2ss Administration
(MBA). In addition, the new regulations broaden #ukicational leadership requirement to recognihedebased experience
outside the classroom as well as other educatieadership roles. They also expressly recognizelH&nproviders of state-
approved administrator certification programs. $pecifications are provided in Appendix D1.2.
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(D)(1)(ii): Providing high-quality pathways: Altern ative preparation programs for teachers and princigls

Given the new regulatory framework, OSSE approteeet programs as alternate certification provifarseachers in 2009: The
New Teacher Project (TNTP), Center for Inspiredchaag (CIT), and Teach For America (TFA). Thustlod ten teacher
credentialing programs in the State, three arerative providers. Currently, 272 teachers arepngsalternative certification
through one of these programs. In School Year Z8he total number of teachers in DC who wergtineed to be certified”
(that is to say, were holding positions within DCGfeguiring certification) was only 3,316, with 858fthese teachers (or 2,815
teachers) being in compliance with certificatioguieements. The use of alternative teacher ceatibn programs in DC thus
ensures that (1) a relatively high proportion of f28chers will be alternatively certified, given BGcale, and (2) the use of
alternative routes to certification will likely lddo a higher proportion of teachers meeting théseel licensure requirements.

At the same time, OSSE approved New Leaders for Slehools (New Leaders) as an alternative proviolepifincipals, becoming
one of four approved certification programs in skete for administrators. There are currently 1dvNMeaders in residency,
preparing for leadership roles in the School Yérr®211. In School Year 2008-09, the total numbgprofcipals “required to be
certified” in DC was 231, with only 53% (or 122 meipal) in compliance. As with teacher certificatiohe inclusion of New
Leaders as a certification option means that (ajge proportion of total DC principals will be eihatively certified, and (2) DC
will likely see a higher overall proportion of peipals in compliance with certification.

Each of the certification programs mentioned abhoeets every single criteria for “alternative rotgeertification,” as defined in
this notice: they are selective in accepting caaieis, provide supervised, school-based experi@msngoing support;
significantly limit the amount of coursework recedror have options to test out of courses; andy gpapletion, award the same
level of certification as traditional preparatiomgrams. Moreover, the alignment between the d&fmin this notice and the high

bar set by OSSE ensures that future OSSE-appr@véfication programs will continue to meet higlarstiards. More details on
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DC'’s curent alternative certification ¢ included in Appendix D1.:

(D)(1)(iii) Providing high-quality pathways: Respording to teacher and principal shortage

Because of its compact size and the fact thatatvdbrant and livable city, DC does not struggléhwhe same issues of teacher g
principal shortages as other states. Indeed, D@RSt9a less than 1% vacancy rate for teachersaliéraative certification

providers noted above are helpful in creating il for potential shortage areas, providing hunaital for areas such as speg

education, math, science, early childhood, bilinguaaication and foreign language. To effectivelynage shortage information on

an ongoing basis, DCPS has a position control syata staffing specialists who work with principdsensure that all budgeted
positions are filled before the start of the schaaar, and that any vacancies that occur mid-yesquaickly filled. Through this
system, a high number of vacancies in certain stibjeas will trigger communication with alternativertification providers. For
example, upon realizing the need to ensure incdeea@acity to serve students with special need®®@creased its special
education staff by 20% by working with TFA betwegrhool Years 2008-09 and 2009-10 to increase th@auof certified
special education teachers.

In terms of principal shortage, DCPS’ principalrtegnent team works year-round to ensure that taegemany qualified

candidates for every potential position and has thubeen successful in ensuring a quality ledujerspeline. DCPS asks

principals in April or May to indicate whether thieyend to return to their position in the upcomsaipool year. In parallel to such

efforts, the Chancellor determines which principail§ be re-appointed (DCMR 8§ 520.1 establishespghecipalship as a 1-year
appointment without tenure). As a result, the migjarf principal vacancies for an upcoming schoedyare known by May.
Principal candidates who have been recommendd@tGhancellor through the DCPS principal selegbiamtess proceed to
school-level interviews, following which school comnities make recommendations to the Chancelloo, agpoints principals.

Charter schools, as independent LEAs, have indaligled approaches to monitoring and respondingdolter and principal
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shortages. Because of the small scale of chadleostage management in many schools is often @nwtfilling a handful of

vacancies a year. Given the supportive environrfogrgharter schools and charter school expansmmescharter school staffing
needs arise as schools strive to recruit talenpleorned school expansion. Many schools leveragegrahips with non-profits to
ensure their needs are met, and many more aressficc® national recruiting based on strong refpata or personal networks.
Charter LEAs also work hard to identify talent frevthin their ranks and to cultivate individuals floture leadership positions.

In this environment of effective, LEA-driven shageamonitoring, OSSE’s primary role is to remove tked inefficiencies” by
supporting alternative certification programs, whichas done successfully. In DC, the criticalissgs not increasing the quantity
of teachers and principals, but ensuring theirotifeness, which is why teacher and principal eéifecess is central to DC’s

reform agenda.

Reform Plan Criteria

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenes baseton performance (58 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan and
ambitious yet achievable annual targets to ensatepiarticipating LEAs (as defined in this notice)—

(i) Establish clear approaches to measuring stugtemith (as defined in this notice) and measuig kach individual student points)
(i) Design and implement rigorous, transparentl f&ir evaluation systems for teachers and prifsigheat (a) differentiate

effectiveness using multiple rating categories taka¢ into account data on student growth (as ééfin this notice) as a significant
factor, and (b) are designed and developed wittheraand principal involvemen(t5 points)

(i) Conduct annual evaluations of teachers amaggrals that include timely and constructive feacly as part of such
evaluations, provide teachers and principals wéttaan student growth for their students, classes,schools(10 points)and

(iv) Use these evaluations, at a minimum, to infalecisions regarding—28 points)
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(a) Developing teachers and principals, including byvating relevant coaching, induction support, angimfessional
development;

(b) Compensating, promoting, and retaining teachadsprincipals, including by providing opportuegifor highly
effective teachers and principals (both as defingtis notice) to obtain additional compensatiod &e given
additional responsibilities;

(c) Whether to grant tenure and/or full certificatil\where applicable) to teachers and principalsgusgorous standards
and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedares;

(d) Removing ineffective tenured and untenuredhiieescand principals after they have had ample dppibies to improve,
and ensuring that such decisions are made usiogoug standards and streamlined, transparent aanordcedures.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detallhy supporting evidence the State believes willddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Ten pages

DC’s commitment to evaluating teacher and princgidctiveness based on student performance céenoverstated. Across the
District, LEAs are taking bold, politically conteotis steps to link teacher and principal evaluaimnstudent performance and tg
remove ineffective adults from the school systamDCPS, human capital has been a critical piedts dheory of Change, with
the driving principle behind the strategic priorioy School Year 2009-10 being the launch of IMPAGWPACT is an educator
assessment system that provides clear data ontedeffectiveness based on student growth (detaildMPACT are available in
Appendix D2.1). While other states and districtpuar in legislatures over whether or not it is faid appropriate to evaluate
educators based on student performance, DC haglglolharged ahead with building a system to dotgxdat and is now
fielding calls from states and districts acrossdbentry that are curious about DC’s IMPACT syst&foreover, DCPS has
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proposed an ambitious compensation plan that, whplemented, will revolutionize how teachers arkigd and rewarded for
their impact on student achievement. This plamibad and ambitious that, as Chancellor Rhee exqla will “have
ramifications far outside of Washington, D.C....[Wjl@appens here is going to crack things open athessountry.”

In parallel, the Public Charter School Board hasnbeard at work to develop its Performance Managef@amework, a system
for evaluating school-level performance with a virtiigg of at least 50% based on student academiorpgnce. Charter LEAS
have already set the bar and made the case faradiads tied to student performance: on an anrasislihey ensure that only
effective teachers and principals are allowed t@inoe to work with students through their vigorase of at-will employment.

Yet DC cannot stop here. RTTT funds are criticaridorsing these extremely difficult initial stegrl catapulting current reforms forward.
DC is positioned to leverage lessons learned in efithe below areas, and RTTT are needed to satelnd enhance these efforts:

Table D2.1 Human Capital Lessons Learned

DC Work to Date

DC Lessons Learned

How RTTT Will Catapult Reforms

Developed value-
added growth
measure for both
DCPS (teacher-
level) and charter
schools (PCSB
school-level) for
standardized test
grades

e The task of creating a reliable data set fo
teacher level evaluation is complex. For
example, it requires careful “roster
validation” to ensure that teachers are

credited with students they actually tauglt.

Also, the comparison set of students
matters greatly when actual growth is
measured against “predicted” student
growth

e Less than 20% of teachers are covered
under this system

r ¢ Establish Student Growth Measure Task Force to

ensure detailed lessons inform next steps
Equip DC with a system for a statewide growth
measure to ensure a common data set, language @nd
approach

Equip LEAs in identifying assessments that would
work for measuring the impact of the remaining 8(
of teachers, moving to implementation in 2014

o
o
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DC Work to Date

DC Lessons Learned

How RTTT Will Catapult Reforms

Developed
evaluation systems
tied to student
growth (DCPS,
PCSB some
charters)

A highly contentious issue that requires
both courage and thoughtful involvement
of stakeholders

Evaluation is just the beginning — what
matters is what happens next

Ensure that the “back-end” of evaluations is
operational by providing funds for adding
functionality to disaggregate and report data
Support professional development interventions
based on these data

Made human capita
decisions based on
effectiveness

Everyone agrees that evaluations should
drive professional development, but
decisions about tenure and removing
ineffective teachers and principals are
highly contentious

The timing of the release of student test
data makes it difficult to make year-end
decisions

Receipt of the award will be a political win,

signifying an endorsement of difficult decisions
about removal that have already been made and a
planned to continue

Pushes all LEAs to commit to making human capital

decisions in a timely way as data are released
Ensures that DC can offer quality professional
development options for moving teachers and
principals up the effectiveness scale

DC has one overarching goal for ensuring the Rishas Great Teachers and LeadbysSpring 2014, teacher and principal
effectiveness will have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAs.

Specific to Section D2, DC has set the followinglgand performance measures for improving teaameiprincipal effectiveness:

GOAL: Develop a student growth measure for all LEAs, withust teacher and principal evaluations tiechi® theasure for use i

informing human capital decisions

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1. by Spring 2011, a common growth measure will iane for all participating LEAS for grades 4-8

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2011, 100% of participating LEAs will haka@bust systems for evaluating teachers an

principals, using the growth measure where applieabnd will use evaluations to inform human capitacisions

re

D.
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In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Ensure that all LEAs With Student Growth Data for Tested Grades
e (B) Expand Pilot Growth Measures to Additional Grades/Subjects for Teacher & Principal Evaluation Purmses
e (C) Develop Robust Teacher and Principal Evaluatiorsystems
e (D) Use Evaluations to Make Human Capital Decisions
e (E) Collaborate Across Sectors to Support Best Préices in Human Capital

(D)(2)(i) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance: Student growth measure

Per the signed MOUs in Section A, all participatiti§As have committed to measuring student growth wicommon, statewide
growth measure to be determined in 2010. This mewi85% of students in DC will be enrolled in@ols where teachers are

evaluated using a common growth measure. Impraeagher and principal effectiveness is at the 0bf2C’s reform agenda, and
the first step is to make evident the impact eaeklier has on student achievement over the coliasgiven school year.

A foundation for this common measure is alreadglate. Beginning with the School Year 2009-10, D@RBuse a value-added
measure for student growth that shows the amoutvadiie” a teacher has added to a student or s&udents that enabled them fto
succeed beyond expected growth projections (seefghp D2.1). A teacher is deemed to be adding vilaetual student growth
exceeds the predicted growth — in other wordstéleaher beats the odds of performance for higostudents.

The Performance Management Framework (PMF) of th@id®Charter School Board was introduced in Jay@809 and is
currently being rolled out to all charter LEAs agaduable tool for measuring school effectivend$®e PMF student growth
measure, which was designed to give the PCSB irgftomabout school-level performance, comparesd@esit’s growth relative

to what is needed to reach proficiency.
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Both measures were developed with considerablég inpon teachers and principals. Over the coursgppfoximately five months
DCPS held over 50 focus groups on the design ofA®IP and over 40 Question and Answer sessions WwélCthancellor on a
range of topics, IMPACT included. Ultimately, DCBS&licited feedback from approximately 500 DCPS atlus and 40 DCPS
administrators. Similarly, the PCSB integrated infpom teachers and principals of 11 LEAs and mlétiocal and national
organizations in the development of the PMF, eweming a pilot so LEAs could provide use-based liee.

Given the commitment by DCPS and the PCSB to uskest growth data for high-stakes decisions, DCthasinique opportunity
to use RTTT funds to (1) identify a common growteasure to be used statewide, and (2) build onmumementum to expand
growth measures to educators not currently covieyestandardized tests. DC will seize the opporent follows:

(A) Ensure that all LEAs have Access to Student Greth Data for Tested Grades

Through RTTT, atask force will be convened to datee the best approach to ensuring a statewiakestigrowth measure for
teacher and principal evaluations and building data for all LEAs. The task force will be chargeith answering the detailed
guestions that have surfaced from previous expeggehy DCPS and the PCSB (examples are includédpendix D2.2).

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Select members of a Student Growth Measure TasteFesponsible for overseeing implementation otasure for all
LEAs: Spring 2010, OSSE

2. Determine the statewide growth measure and d@adnarete plan: Summer 2010, Student Growth Me&akas& Force
(convened by OSSE)

3. Build relevant data systems: Fall 2010 — Springl2@tudent Growth Measure Task Force (convened3fyK)

4. Use the student growth measure for DC-CAS testadeagr and subjects for educator evaluations: Sur2@igr and ongoing,
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(B) Expand Value-Added Growth Measure to additionalGrades/Subjects for Teacher and Principal Evaluatn Purposes

Though ESEA-required tests are a critical toolasibg teacher and principal evaluations on stugkawth, they do not provide
information about the work of educators in eargme¢ntary grades, high school grades, and nonitragitsubjects. DC is
committed to expanding growth coverage to thesasalie the purposes of educator evaluation aswsllo

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

LEAs

1.

Convene the Student Growth Measure Task Force tefaelop a priority list of grade and content arfea expanded
coverage, and (b) develop specifications for assests that may be used to identify growth measiinasare appropriate for
the purposes of teacher evaluation: Summer 2018EOS

Identify growth assessments that cover prioritydgsaand content areas according to OSSE speafisaid use for a two-year
trial for informing evaluations: Fall 2010, LEAs

Based on the two-year trial, confirm the menu geasments appropriate for measuring priority ngtetegrades and subjects:
Summer 2012, Student Growth Measure Task Forcevéoma by OSSE)

Adopt new assessments, to be aligned with evahstigall 2012, LEAS

Devise other methods for expanding the grades ainjdc areas for which a growth measure may belledaéd. Measures of

student achievement must be statistically rigoemgscomparable across classrooms: Fall 2012 2648, LEAs

Share best practices among LEAs related to expgridengrowth measure across grades and subjestamddo using new
assessments for the purposes of teacher evalugatir2012 and ongoing, Student Growth Measure Faske (convened by
OSSE)
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(D)(2)(ii) & D2(iii) Improving teacher and principa | effectiveness: Annual evaluation systems for tehers and principals

Per the signed MOUs in Section A, all participatitiAs have committed to do the following:

e Design and implement evaluation systems that m&&E2defined criteria, including 50% tied to studgmawth
e Conduct annual evaluations

e Use evaluations to inform individualized professibtievelopment, compensation, promotion, retentiemoval and

tenure/full certification

With 85% of DC students enrolled in schools wheachers and principals are held accountable bigteict of Columbia for
their impact on student achievement, DC is postibto likely have one of the highest proportionstotients in angtate who will
be affected by teacher effectiveness strategies.

Through RTTT, DC will continue its development tfofig human capital management systems, takingaimtount the starting
point of each LEA. In School Year 2009-10, DCPScegsfully launched IMPACT, a nationally-recognisz@luation system that
links teacher evaluation to student growth. A Delgerni4, 2009, article iBducation Weekauded DC for its efforts, noting that
“few districts have ever attempted to go beyondtypeal function of evaluations — ensuring teashmeet a basic level of
competence — to connect their systems to profeslsttavelopment, teacher promotion, and compensatii?ACT combines
teacher performance based on student growth wiforpeance according to the Teaching and Learnimgniéwork and other
indicators to generate an overall score for effectess. This score is calculated as follows: (dividual value-added student
growth measure (50%), (2) Performance on Teachidg.aarning Framework indicators, such as plannimgjructional delivery,
and assessment (40%), (3) Commitment to School Gomtyn(5%), and (4) School Value Added, a compogitedividual value
added scores (5%). Teachers receive five formadrobhtons each year to determine proficiency onfésching and Learning
Framework indicators. Feedback based on thesewab®ers includes an in-person conference and aenrreport (thus meeting
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the requirement for annual evaluations of teachrdsprincipals, including timely and constructieedback). As part of this
process, teachers receive growth information speaftheir students and classes. DCPS plans tthissecore to make decisions
regarding, among other things, teacher retentimmidsal, and compensation.

DCPS has completed Phase | of IMPACT: the herculasinof launching the system. Yet to ensure thasiystem delivers on its
promise, DCPS needs RTTT funds (see Budget SumAmpgndix A2.3 for detail). Each day, vast amourftdaia on individual
teacher practice are being generated by princgradghe “Master Educators” who evaluate teacheastioea conducting up to 10
evaluations and feedback sessions each week. Béispisignificant achievement of the initial impkamtation of IMPACT, DCPS
can barely keep up with ongoing IMPACT demandse&ds human and technological horsepower to antigze data and
determine which interventions are needed. AddilignBCPS desperately needs to train and suppoNldster Educators to ensure
that they can execute real-time interventions 1p teachers who are minimally effective climb aegtéearning curve. Finally,
DCPS has not yet launched a similarly powerful @pal evaluation system, as School Year 2009-10dedscated to teacher
effectiveness. The district needs capacity to agvalrobust system for evaluating and managingipafs and integrating school
level scorecards (planned for launch in the upcgmohool year) into a thoughtful principal evaloatframework.

Charter schools are at a variety of different pointtheir evolution on human capital systems. Shawe developed high-quality
systems, while others have very limited human eapistems. For example, DC Prep uses a thoughttulj-tier evaluation and
feedback system to inform decisions about teaatention. The charter LEA also makes decisions thesummer about
additional compensation, such as teacher bonus$es) @C-CAS scores are released. Some charter LioAgver, have not fully
determined how to weave together student growts, dedicher and principal evaluations, and humaitad@ecisions such as
retention, dismissal, and compensation. In addit@ircharter LEAs will require support in connectievaluations to a newly
defined growth measure. Moreover, because of tlal sgale of many charter LEAs, many systems vatl loe able to
accommodate future growth. As autonomous units,yméthese schools also struggle to leverage ec@sooi scale. To alleviate
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this current and projected challenge, RTTT fundésupport charters in building systems that megical human capital
evaluation needs, including the potential facilitatof the collaborative development of systems ¥l provide more effective

workforce management.
The following plan will guide the development oéthext level of systems:
(C) Develop a Robust Teacher and Principal Evaluabn System

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
OSSE:

1. Publish requirements for all participating LEAsatker and principal evaluation systems: Spring 2QIS5E
Teacher evaluation requirements:
e Student growth counts for at least 50% of a te&skeerluation
¢ Includes multiple measures for performance bedgitegrowth measure above
e Divides effectiveness into four tiers (e.g., highffective, effective, minimally effective, ineffexee)

e Is conducted annually

Is used to inform human capital decisions
Principal evaluation requirements:

e Uses student outcome metrics for a significant @rign of a principal’s evaluation (e.g., studerdgwgth, student

performance)
¢ Includes multiple qualitative measures (e.g., paaed staff surveys)

¢ Includes school-specific goals
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e Divides effectiveness into tiers (e.g., highly etfee, effective, minimally effective, ineffective)
¢ Is conducted annually
e Is used to inform human capital decisions

2. Ensure that participating LEA Evaluation Systemgntbee above requirements: Fall 2011, OSSE

DCPS:

1. Expand and refine the IMPACT human capital managegsgstem, which meets the above requirementsémhiers

e Submit a plan to OSSE for using RTTT funds to exiband refine IMPACT to inform and support humanitzdp
decisions: Summer 2010

¢ Involve teachers and principals in the refinemdnvi® ACT: Summer 2010

2. Submit a plan to OSSE for how DCPS will conducthi@®w activities: Summer 2010

e Complete a principal evaluation system based omgld school scorecards and that also meets theaemunts for
principal evaluation (articulated above)

e Engage principals in the design of this new system

e Implement these evaluations such that they are tospbvide teachers and principals with timely andstructive
feedback, such as data on student growth for sthedrents, classes, and schools

Charter LEAS:

1. Submit plans to OSSE for how the LEA will do thdidaing: Summer 2010

e Build new or align current evaluation systems wfté requirements for teacher and principal evadumegystems
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e Engage teachers and principals in the developnfehese new systems
¢ Incorporate student growth measures into theseiattahs when they become available to charter LiEAUMmMer 2011

e Implement these evaluations such that they are tospbvide teachers and principals with timely andstructive
feedback, such as data on student growth for shedents, classes, and schools.

2. Leverage lessons from DCPS and other chartersviel@@ng human capital evaluation systems via thenkin Capital Task
Force (see Strategy E, below).

(D)(2)(iv) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance: Use of evaluations

Per the signed MOUSs in Section A, all participatirieAs have committed not only to creating evaluagibased on student growt
data, but to using them for human capital decisaseell. Evaluations are only truly valuable te #xtent that they are used to
inform human capital decisions, and which will apta the teachers and administrators of 85% of B@iislents. DC is in a strong
position to act on data about ineffective teackerse all LEAs — both DCPS and charter LEAs — &ite 8o make ineffective
teachers subject to termination. On the other émldeospectrum, DCPS is also currently working hitardegotiate a contract with
WTU that will allow highly effective teachers to bempensated differentially, and, as noted eankdl,‘crack open the system”
nationwide. Under this plan, highly effective teachwould be able to receive up to $130,000 amynuadl ground-breaking figure
in a field that has historically been undervaluébarter schools are also equipped with specifatesies to reward highly effective
teachers. For example, as charters expand withihaBpitable DC charter context, highly effectieadhers receive new
opportunities for mentorship and promotion, oftaking on the leadership of new schools. For midyeatieachers, Master
Educators are working with DCPS teachers on idgngfareas for further development according toTteaching and Learning
Framework. Although this process is still new aaquires more training of Master Educators, initésults are positive: reports

from one cohort indicate that 85% of teachers ketieheir Master Educator was improving the qualityheir instruction. Chartel

LEAs have a variety of strategies to increase ffezveness of mid-range teachers, including afigrongoing support with the
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improvement-cycle tied to interim assessments teslihese, and the diverse strategies below, foeniigh-quality plan that

OSSE will oversee to ensure that all LEAs meetig@ous bar for making human capital decisiond teeevaluations.

(D) Use Evaluations to Make Human Capital Decisions

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. OSSE Effectiveness Managers (see Section Aripfeimentation Plan) will work with LEAS to ensut@t human capital

decisions are being made based on evaluations|law$:

Table D2.2 Use of Evaluation for Human Capital Desions

Use evaluations to:

DCPS

Charters

Develop teachers and
principals, including by
providing relevant
coaching, induction
support, and/or
professional development

DCPS will:

(1) Use the Individualized PD Platform
system described in Section D5 to provi
access to differentiated professional
development based on IMPACT scores

(2) Use Master Educators to provide
individualized coaching based on IMPAC
evaluations (current and ongoing)

(3) Develop interventions for groups of
teachers based on aggregated IMPACT
data -- e.g., a TNTP intervention pilot in
February 2010 for teachers within the
TNTP cohort rated minimally effective
(current and ongoing)

(4) Use principal evaluation and school
scorecard data to provide differentiated

support for principals (based on launch of

Charter LEAs will:

de differentiated professional development

(2) Use evaluation data to plan professional
development for all staff (current and
ongoing)

Framework (current and ongoing)

principal evaluations in Fall 2010)

(1) Leverage resources explained in D5 to proy

T3) Provide and request support for principals
informed by the Performance Management

de
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Use evaluations to:

DCPS

Charters

Compensate, promote, an
retain teachers &
principals

DCPS will:

(1) Pending union contracts, provide bonust
to teachers and principals rated highly
effective through IMPACT

(2) Use IMPACT data to make decisions ab
career ladders for teachers and principal
interested in coaching and leadership
opportunities (e.g., Master Educators)
(current and ongoing)

Charter LEAs will:

2¢1) Differentially compensate and/or promote
teachers, as needed, based on evaluations
(current and ongoing);

oGtharter LEAS may:

S(2) Implement bonuses for teachers with the
highest student growth on the DC-CAS
(current and ongoing at select charter schoc

)

(3) Use IMPACT data to identify teachers and

school leaders interested in participating
in the Professional Learning Communiti¢
of Effectiveness as mentioned in Sectio
D5 (timeline below, see Section D5)

J
2S
N

Remove ineffective tenure
or untenured teachers ang
principals after they have
had ample opportunities t(
improve

)

D

DCPS will:

(1) Ensure that teachers are provided
opportunities to improve through the
IMPACT evaluation-feedback cycle

(2) Use IMPACT data to identify ineffective
teachers subject to removal (beginning
Spring 2010)

(3) Use principal evaluation data to remove
ineffective principals (current and

Charter LEAs will:
Charters are independent LEAs. To date, all DC
charters can remove ineffective teachers and
principals as needed.

\

ongoing).
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(E) Collaborate Across Sectors to Support Best Préces in Human Capital

One positive outcome of the Race to the Top applicgrocess has been the opportunity to assennbé grinds from across the

state and facilitate the sharing of ideas and ssasin managing human capital. Leveraging th& spinnovation that comes

from having a robust charter sector and a refori@rted administration, DC plans to continue thikabmration as follows:

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1.

2. Engage in brainstorming and problem-solving disicunssabout the implementation of the RTTT initia8vand other statewide

Select members of a Human Capital Task Force {lade representatives from DCPS, Charter LEAsS,@Q8&E) responsible

for advising and directing the course of statewidman capital initiatives: Spring 2010, OSSE

human capital initiatives: Spring 2010 and ongoldgman Capital Task Force

Performance Measures _ N o 393w | Nm om | om | om
Notes: Data should be reported in a manner consigtiéh the definitions SZS g 22 | B2 | B2 |B2
contained in this application package in Sectio®uialifying evaluation “ogls ggh ':)Qh th 33
systems are those that meet the criteria descimb@)(2)(ii). P<230| o0 Sm |9n | 9un
@ D D = < = < = < = <
Z3 L
Criteria General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
(D)(2)(i) Percentage of participating LEAs that measure siiude DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 100%
growth (as defined in this notice).
(D)(2)(i) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingadyation | DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 100%
systems for teachers.
(D)(2)(i) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingadyation | 0% 0% 100%| 100% 100%

systems for principals.
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. Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingaéyation | DCPS- DCPS-| 100% | 100%| 100%
(D)(2)(iv) ge of participating qualify
systems that are used to inform: tchr tchr
: e Developing teachers and principals. DCPS- DCPS-| 100% | 100%| 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(a) tchr tchr
: e Compensating teachers and principals. Pending | DCPS | 100%| 100% 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) WTU
: e Promoting teachers and principals. DCPS- DCPS-| 100% | 100%| 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) tchr tchr
. e Retaining effective teachers and principals. DCPS- DCPS-| 100% | 100%| 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) tchr tchr
(D)(2)(V)(C) e Granting tenure and/or full certification (where 100% | 100%| 100%
applicable) to teachers and principals.
(D)(2)(iv)(d) e Removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachdp§PS- 100% | 100% 100% 100%
and principals. tchr
As the parameters for “qualifying evaluation” aedided through RTTT, many LEAs have evaluations$ Heve some, but nat
all, parts of the system. DCPS is the only LEA ikdtlly aligned with the definitions outlined almfor teachers.
General data to be provided at time of application:

Total number of participating LEAS. 31
Total number of principals in participating LEAs. 512
Total number of teachers in participating LEAs. 5,598

Criterion

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:
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(D)(2)(i) Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
gualifying evaluation systems.

(D)(2)(iii)* Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as
effective or better in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
(D)(2)(iii) gualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as
ineffective in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
gualifying evaluation systems whose evaluationsewesed
(D)(2)(iv)(b) to inform compensation decisions in the prior acaideyear.

Criterion Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

(D)(2)(iv)(b) Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as
effective or better and were retained in the paicaidemic
year.

(D)(2)(iv)(c) Number of teachers in participating LEAs with qbatig
evaluation systems who were eligible for tenurthenprior
academic year.

(D)(2)(iv)(c) Number of teachers in participating LEAs with qbatig
evaluation systems whose evaluations were useddom
tenure decisions in the prior academic year.

% Note that for some data elements there are likebe data collection activities the State wouldrdorder to provide aggregated data to the DepartniFor
example, in Criteria (D)(2)(iii), States may waatask each Participating LEA to report, for eadingacategory in its evaluation system, the deafnitof that
category and the number of teachers and principale category. The State could then organizesthes categories as effective and ineffective, for
Department reporting purposes.
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(D)(2)(iv)(d) Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs who
were removed for being ineffective in the prior deaic
year.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effectiveteachers and principal: (25 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan and
ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Ensure the equitable distribution of teacherd principals by developing a plan, informed byiegxs of prior actions and data,
to ensure that students in high-poverty and/or-mnghority schools (both as defined in this notibaye equitable access to highly
effective teachers and principals (both as defingtis notice) and are not served by ineffecte@chers and principals at higher
rates than other studen($b points)and

(i) Increase the number and percentage of effedeachers (as defined in this notice) teaching-taustaff subjects and specialty
areas including mathematics, science, and spesuglgion; teaching in language instruction educatiprograms (as defined
under Title Il of the ESEA); and teaching in otlaeas as identified by the State or LEXO points)

Plans for (i) and (ii) may include, but are notitea to, the implementation of incentives and siyas in such areas as recruitme
compensation, teaching and learning environmentdéegsional development, and human resources geacind processes.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detdilh) the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the
criterion. The narrative or attachments shall alsolude, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidenc
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting tteeicn. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional
information the State believes will be helpful ézpreviewers. For attachments included in the Appe note in the narrative the|
location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (D)(3)(i):
¢ Definitions of high-minority and low-minority schtsoas defined by the State for the purposes obthee’s Teacher Equity
Plan.
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Recommended maximum response length: Three pages

Equity is a critical component of DC’s reform etfgrclosing the achievement gap between low-incstméents and their higher-
income peers in a small pocket of the city is &idg force in the State. DC believes that the hucegrital processes articulated in
Section D2 are the greatest lever for achievingtedun particular, if ineffective teachers are gdb to termination, the District ca

=)

ensure that students in high-poverty schools areemwed by ineffective teachers and principalsigtier rates than other students.
Thus, the major approaches to equitable distribuaiod improving the effectiveness of teachers nd4a-staff areas are found in
Section D2 (where the plans for evaluation and huoagital decisions related to effectiveness aieudated), Section D4 (where
plans for managing pipeline quality are articul3teshd Section D5 (where plans for strategic padesl development to increase
effectiveness are articulated). DC has activelys@®red using incentives to entice teachers to woftr hard-to-staff schools an

o

content areas, and — likely in contrast to othatest— has rejected this approach. DC believeddhalhers should not be rewarde
prior to demonstrating effectiveness: doing so asféhe purpose of the effectiveness measure apevea entice the wrong
teachers to serve in areas where effectivenesed most.

With minority students making-up nearly 94% of D@lsblic school enrollments, DC is a majority-mirtgistate, with minorities
making up the vast majority of enrollments in aitict schools. Thus the SEA’s Teacher Equity Réaiocused on ensuring
specifically that high-povertghildren are not taught by unqualified, inexpec&hteachers at higher rates than other students.
While the plans in this section align with thistetaide focus, supporting equitable distributiorstsbng educators (as well as
effective teachers in hard-to-staff areas) requr€sto gather new data. To date, statewaseher distribution data reveals that

impoverished children in DC are more likely to badht by an experienced teacher (one with moreftharyears of experience)

than more affluent students. Ensuring that studeswe access to the highest quality teachers asunszhby effectiveness — and
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not length of service or other indicators of thaghy Qualified Teacher” definition — is an impomntadirectional shift that DC is
ready to make. Ultimately, DC’s overarching Greatadhers and Leaders goal is the followingSpring 2014, teacher and

principal effectivenesswill have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAs.

Specific to Section D3, DC has set the followinglgand performance measures:
GOAL: Improve the proportion of effective and highly etiee teachers in the neediest schools and hatdest&ff subject areas

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Summer 2014, the percentage of effective gidyheffective teachers in the District’'s hight
poverty schools will have increased by 15% oveREL baseline

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Summer 2014, the percentage of effective gidyheffective teachers in identified hard-to-
staff areas will have increased by 15% over thel2tdseline

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

Equitable Distribution:

e (A) Improve Process for Analyzing Equitable Distribution of Effectiveness

e (B) Engage in Smart Targeting

Hard-to-Staff Areas:

¢ (C) Improve Process for Analyzing Effectiveness dfeachers in Hard-to-Staff Areas
e (D) Support Effective Teacher Pipelines for Hard-teStaff Areas

e (E) Target Professional Development for Teachers inlard-to-Staff Areas
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(D)(3)(i) Ensuring equitable distribution of effedive teachers and principals

(A) Improve Process for Analyzing Equitable Distribution of Effectiveness

DC'’s reform agenda hinges on the belief that es&gtegic move must be driven founded in and driwedata. Because
definitions of effectiveness and the evaluatiorat thll determine effectiveness are still underelepment (see Section D2), DC’

[72)

\*2

approach to equitable distribution is to deterntireeextent of the problem and use these datadonménd accelerate future plan
Although this approach will require LEASs to submitormation about teacher effectiveness to OSSiher identities will be
disguised in all data submissions, which only bedusr internal, state-level evaluation and plagrparposes.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Build capacity into evaluation systems outlinedetction D2 to determine effectiveness of teachéhsnaschools: Fall 2011, LEAS

2. Submit percentages of effective and highly effecteachers and administrators by school to OSStttadly, starting Summe
2012, LEAs

3. Develop statewide picture of the distribution deefiveness based on the correlation of high-pgvs&shools (i.e., a school in
the highest quartile of schools in the State waigpect to poverty level) to teacher effectivenassually, starting Fall 2012,
OSSE

4. Require LEAs to submit a plan to increase teactiecteveness in the 25% of schools for which highvgrty and low-
effectiveness are most highly correlated: annuatlyting Fall 2012 and Each Fall, OSSE

(B) Engage in Smart Targeting

Supplementing the data-driven approach articulatexve, DC’s compact size and nimbleness has pittregthesmart targeting
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of talented individuals can go far in ensuring timat District’'s neediest schools are equipped ththbest human capital. To this
end, clever strategies proliferate for gettingritighere it is needed most. For example, DCPS razeg that principals of
struggling schools are often so busy respondingnioediate needs that they are unable to preemptiselis on school hiring
needs. In many districts, this means that stronglidates — who are every principal’s first-choie@didates — go to strong schools
(i.e., those with the resources to start plannandjex) year after year. DCPS has proactively desiga recruitment strategy to
reverse this trend. For example, in 2009, DCPSsp@ad small, selective recruiting events for ppats of struggling or
reconstituted schools to meet with pre-screenel-pajential applicants. These events allowed pradsiwith the greatest
recruiting needs to meet the most promising candgifirst. In addition, DCPS has taken steps tasfea effective principals to
high-needs schools undergoing turnaround, as kvtieh it targeted a successful principal from dhigcome school to take on the
turnaround of Webb-Wheatley, a K-8 school in thedst-achieving 20% of District schools. Moreove€CES has created the
Collaborative for Change (DC3), a collaborativel©fschools of mixed performance levels, to paictieas in high-achieving
schools with teachers in low-achieving schoolhainterest of fostering collaborative learning agppnities and disseminating
best-practices (see the description of DC3 schod@®ction F2). Smart targeting is aggressivelyduseharter LEAs as well,
particularly those that are multi-site LEAs. Foaewle, Friendship Public Schools, with seven campusDC, strives to ensure
that the most challenging classrooms in the mosggting schools get top recruits before any ofediool. DC believes that
continuing to engage in smart targeting for higkdseschools is a critical component of an approacuuity.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Engage in recruitment, selection, and retenticatagyies to increase the overall effectivenessaufters in high-need schools|
Spring 2010 and ongoing, LEAs. Examples include:

e Recruitment: Offer small-scale recruitment fairs where pre-enesl talent is routed directly to principals ofgistently
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2.

low-achieving and lo-achieving school
e Selection: Support principals in low-achieving schools in lempenting rigorous screening processes for newidates

¢ Retention: Offer end-of-year bonuses for highly effectivedeers in high-needs schools (as is planned inehdipg
WTU contract)

Facilitate the transfer of best practices in Srargeting across LEAs: Summer 2010, OSSE

(D)(3)(ii) Ensuring equitable distribution of effedive teachers and principals: Hard-to-staff areas

(C) Improve Process for Analyzing Effectiveness dfeachers in Hard-to-Staff Areas

The same issues with insufficient data on teactiecteavzeness in high-poverty schools pertain tacheas in hard-to-staff areas.

Thus, DC will target early energies toward underdiag the extent of this challenge through exphbcitivities.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1.

DC will pursue two primary strategies for increaseffectiveness of teachers in hard-to-staff areast, the District will build a

Build capacity into evaluation systems to sort&ffeeness of teachers by content area: Fall 20ERsL

Submit to OSSE (a) percentages of effective andiyigffective teachers by content area, and (Btaf content areas
identified as high-needs by LEA: annually, start®ignmer 2012, LEAsS

Develop statewide analysis of effectiveness inmglds content areas: annually, starting Fall 20B5E

Require LEAs that show disproportionate numberngeffective teachers in hard-to-staff content ateasubmit a plan to

increase teacher effectiveness in the bottom twgh-needs” content areas: annually, starting Fall2, OSSE

stronger human capital pipeline through recruitnam selection efforts. Second, DC will provide megful professional
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development to teachers already in classroomsDIh&TTT plan addresses both of these areas inpraikiections of the
application, as outlined below.

(D) Support Effective Teacher Pipelines for Hard-teStaff Areas
DC has created funding for LEAs to build or partwith teacher pipelines that produce effective heas, especially in hard-to-
staff areas such as STEM and special educatiorS@et@®n D4 for activities, timeline, and respofesibarties).

(E) Target Professional Development for Teachers iklard-to-Staff Areas

Human Capital Evaluation Systems. the human capital evaluation systems outlineceictiSn D2 provide the opportunity to
ensure that interventions for hard-to-staff areahers are targeted toward actual pedagogical nieatsurface in evaluations.
DCPS has already developed plans for analyzingetlat by content area and planning interventions.

Professional Development Systems: plans for the Individualized PD Platform outlinedSection D5 paves the way for subject-
specific exemplars to be accessed by teachersswthe overall bar for quality in hard-to-staféas.

Professional Learning Communitiesfor Effectiveness (PLaCESs): these communities, explained in Section D5, witius on key
reform agenda areas, including STEM and Speciat&hn, with the goal of increasing overall schqadlity and effectiveness of
teachers, particularly in hard-to-staff areas.
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SSAR®S | M| M| NmM| N
Performance Measures for (D)(3)(i) § 5 Sc?% 2| 22| B3| B3| r3
20828 | 2o ua| Na| b
Note: All information below is requested for Paip@ting LEAS. ~230| 90| 9un| 9un| 9n
3 %) Q = < = < = < = <
(@] o) =t = N w N
Qs R
o
(@)
General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of teachers in schools that are higbrpg\high-minority, or both (as Base¢ | Base | Base | Base
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). e | 1000 +15%
0 0
Percentage of teachers in schools that are lowrpgvyew-minority, or both (as defined Base¢ | Base | Base | Base
in this notice) who are highly effective (as dedirie this notice). ;(y +4% | +6%
0
Percentage of teachers in schools that are higbrpg\high-minority, or both (as Base | 3- 3 Less
defined in this notice) who are ineffective. year | year | than
goal | goal | 15%
Percentage of teachers in schools that are lowrpgvyew-minority, or both (as defined Base | 3- 3 Less
in this notice) who are ineffective. year | year | than
goal | goal | 15%
Percentage of principals leading schools that &tejpoverty, high-minority, or both (as Base¢ | Base | Base | Base
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). ’ +15%
5% | +10%
Percentage of principals leading schools thatawedoverty, low-minority, or both (as Base | Base | Base | Bast
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). ;(y +4% | +6%
0
Percentage of principals leading schools that &tejpoverty, high-minority, or both (as Base | <1C | <5% | <5%
defined in this notice) who are ineffective. %
Percentage of principals leading schools thatawedoverty, low-minority, or both (as Base | <1C | <5% | <5%
defined in this notice) who are ineffective. %
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DC believes it should strive to ensure that highkigoty schools are being served by effective teachéus, it considers the goal
for effective and highly-effective teachers in higbverty schools in the table above asggregate overall goal.

The percentage of ineffective teachers and priteipaall high-poverty schools will be no more thte percentage of ineffective
teachers and principals in all low-poverty schoalty] overall levels of ineffectiveness will be l&dsan 15% and 5%, respectively,

in both low- and high-poverty schools by Spring 201

2]

U

General data to be provided at time of applicatior(by participating LEAS):

Total number of schools that are high-poverty, fgihority, or both (as defined in this
notice).

48

Total number of schools that are low-poverty, lowanity, or both (as defined in this notice

)46

Total number of teachers in schools that are highepy, high-minority, or both (as defined
in this notice).

1,259

Total number of teachers in schools that are lowepy, low-minority, or both (as defined in
this notice).

1,326

Total number of principals leading schools thathagh-poverty, high-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice).

71

Total number of principals leading schools thatlave poverty, low-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice).

62

The State Teacher Equity Plan definition considenat“high poverty” schools only. Also, it
poverty” in DC includes schools in the lowest qiudf poverty, but that these schools still
eligible for Free and Reduced price lunch.

must beted that the term “low
hapea@ 65% of students who are

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teachers and principals in schools trehah-poverty, high-minority, or both (a
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as lyigifilective (as defined in this notice) in t
prior academic year.
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Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teachers and principals in schools tretav-poverty, low-minority, or both (

defined in this notice) who were evaluated as lyigifilective (as defined in this notice) in t

prior academic year.

as

Number of teachers and principals in schools trethah-poverty, high-minority, or both (a

defined in this notice) who were evaluated as ewtive in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools tretav-poverty, low-minority, or both (
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as ewtive in the prior academic year.

as

Performance Measures for (D)(3)(ii)

Note: All information below is requested for Paip@ting LEAS.
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General goals to be provided at time of application

Baseline data

and annual targets

Percentage of mathematics teachers who were egdlaateffective or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

Percentage of science teachers who were evaluateffeative or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

Percentage of special education teachers who wateated as effective or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

| Base | Base | Base | Base

Percentage of teachers in language instructionagidumal programs who were evaluatec

as effective or better.

+ 5%

+10%

+15%

Though IMPACT data on effectiveness from DCPS hallavailable at the end of SY 2009-2010, it will he until the end of

SY 2010-2011 that effectiveness data will be atdeldor all LEAs. SY 2010-2011, then, becomes thsdline.
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General data to be provided at time of applicatior(for participating LEAS):

Total number of mathematics teachers. 464
Total number of science teachers. 298
Total number of special education teachers. 655
Total number of teachers in language instructiamcational programs. 352

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of mathematics teachers in participating £EAo were evaluated as effective
better in the prior academic year.

Number of science teachers in participating LEA® wiere evaluated as effective or
better in the prior academic year.

Number of special education teachers in partianigatiEAs who were evaluated as
effective or better in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers in language instruction edunatiprograms in participating LEAs
who were evaluated as effective or better in ther @cademic year.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher andrmcipal preparation programs (14 points)
The extent to which the State has a high-qualig @nd ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Link student achievement and student growth{as defined in this notice) data to the studee&thers and principals, to link
this information to the in-State programs wheresthteachers and principals were prepared for ctietieg, and to publicly report
the data for each credentialing program in theeStatd

(i) Expand preparation and credentialing optiond programs that are successful at producing @feetéachers and principals
(both as defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Redorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Ingttions or Section XIl,
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Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: One page

DC is unafraid to break with tradition in ordergoarantee that it has access to the best possdibdrs and principals. The Statg
has already made strides in this area, as not®@dation D1, by approving new, non-IHE routes tdifteation. The next step,
enabled by the Race to the Top application, is'tuee that these preparation programs and othes trawditional programs are
assessed systematically, and excluded from onggfags if the teachers they produce are disprapaately ineffective. RTTT
funds will also open more doors for teachers amttjals who are effective in producing resultshwstudents. RTTT funds will b
used to (1) design and launch an Education LeagelPsgree Program that trains leaders with necggsanagement skills to
meet the demands of urban principalship, includipecial training focused on skills needed for sthamaround, and (2) build
LEA-sponsored pipelines of effective and highlyeetive teachers.

Again, all initiatives and activities will suppddC’s overarching Great Teachers and Leaders gg&pring 2014, teacher and

principal effectivenesswill have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAS

Specific to Section D4, DC has set the followinglgand performance measures:
GOAL 1: Improve the quality of information available aboesicher and principal preparation

GOAL 2: Increase the proportion of teachers and princyyals are prepared through programs that equip tem highly
effective

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall of 2012, aggregated information on effestigss of graduates of teaching programs wi

be publicly available.

D

e
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall of 2015, any credentialing program with imehan 25% of its second-year participants
deemed “ineffective” (i.e., the lowest of four by LEAs may have their program approval sulfiecevocation by the State.

\°44

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Evaluate Preparatory Programs (alternative routes and IHE) Based on Teacher/Principal Effectivenss
e (B) Launch an Education Leadership Degree Program

e (C) Build Pipelines of Effective and Highly Effectve Teachers

(D)(4)(i) Improving the effectiveness of teacher ahprincipal preparation programs: Evaluation of preparatory programs

(A) Evaluate Preparatory Programs (alternative routes and IHE) Based on Teacher/Principal Effectivenss

OSSE will aggregate information on teacher anddpad effectiveness from evaluations as outline8eaation D2 and other
potential measures, and will develop publicly-aafaié Prep Program Scorecards for each preparatogngm in the State.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Develop a list of information required from LEAg foreating the Prep Program Scorecard (e.g., teaéfeetiveness data):
Fall 2010, OSSE

2. Design Prep Program Scorecard with input from mplétstakeholders (including deans of IHEs and thrsoof alternative

certification programs): by Spring 2011, OSSE
3. Submit required effectiveness information to OS&#thually, starting Summer 2012, all LEAS

4. Match teachers to their certification programs:iaally, starting Summer 2012, OSSE
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5. Create Prep Program Scorecaianrually, startingFall 2012, OSS

6. Share Prep Program Scorecards with programs one priee to making the scorecards public in ordeemsure data are
validated: annually, starting Fall 2012, OSSE

7. Publish the Scorecards to OSSE website: annuadistirgy Fall 2012, OSSE

8. Establish the following:

e Athreshold for performance such that, in additother conditions for non-renewal determinedtsy dtate, any

credentialing program with more than 25% of secpedr teacher graduates deemed ineffective by LER915 year will

warrant review by the State and have program agpsubject to revocation: by Fall 2012, OSSE
e A process by which a program can demonstratettisabuld be reconsidered for approval: by Fall 2@Q3SE

9. Provide guidance to deans of IHEs and directoedtefnative certification programs regarding newaliqy guidelines: Fall
2012, OSSE

(D)(4)(ii) Improving the effectiveness of teacher@d principal preparation programs: Expansion of preparatory programs

In addition to this data-driven approach to pipelmanagement, OSSE is committed to two initiatdeesigned to prepare teache

and leaders to improve low- and mid-achieving sthaod expand the reach of high-achieving schools.

(B) Develop an Education Leadership Degree Program

DC needs leaders with the skills and competen@esssary for the successful management of compd@nizations. Specifically

DC school leaders must be able to develop a stcategon, engage stakeholders, set ambitious gleieaable goals and
benchmarks, motivate and manage people, facibitg@sitive environment for change, and manage ressuMost school
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administrators come from the teaching ranks, whkaoh skills have not historically been developedhk experience of the
District, rigorous graduate coursework paired vaitpassion for and background in education can geavie right set of skills to
manage a school towards high performance. A DQgdedigraduate degree, possibly a Masters in Bisshasinistration or a
Masters in Public Administration, will be designegIDCPS in collaboration with the charter and higégucation sectors for
potential DCPS and charter school leaders. Therpanogvill offer core change management courseslf@agticipants and will
also include content-specific courses designedduigle select participants with expertise that watget DC'’s critical school
leadership needs, including turnaround of low-aghgg schools. This degree program will also devetamulules for entire
leadership teams to jointly access important mamage training. Participants in the degree-grangireggram will commit to
serving in a DC public school (DCPS or charter)ffeg years upon program completion.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Engage the DC education reform, charter schoolhagtter education communities in proposal desigimi®er 2010 — Spring
2011, DCPS

2. Submit proposal to OSSE for launching an Educdteadership Degree Program: Spring 2011, DCPS & éfrity partner
3. Review DCPS proposal for the Education LeaderslagrBe Program, Spring 2011, OSSE

4. Complete program design: Summer 2011 — Winter 20112012, DCPS & University partner

5. Market program, recrulit first cohort, hire faculigtinter 2012 — Spring 2012, DCPS & University partn

6. Launch program with first cohort: Summer 2012, D@&PB8niversity partner
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(C) Build Pipelines of Effective and Highly Effectve Teachers

The best way to increase overall student achievearmhtransition to a system of high-achieving i@ to ensure that DC is
able to increase the effectiveness of current,staff by infusing more effective and highly effeetteachers into the District.
OSSE will support the launch of LEA-sponsored teaghpeline models through a competitive grant pssdargeted toward
programs that will increase the effectiveness athers, especially in hard-to-staff areas.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Issue Request For Proposal for competitive gramtgss: Summer 2010, OSSE

e Specifications will include:
o0 Preference for programs that meet the bar forredtere certification as outlined in Section D1, glameating more
alternative pipelines
o0 Preference for programs that ensure that teacheitsaaned in a way that will lead to measurabfeativeness (e.qg.
by being trained in a high-achieving school)
o Preference for programs that train teachers witiang likelihood of effectiveness in hard-to-staftas, especially
STEM and special education.

2. Hold competitive grant process (two rounds): Sum@0 and Winter 2011, OSSE
3. Award grants (two rounds): Summer 2010 and SprLZ2OSSE

4. Launch LEA-sponsored programs (two rounds): Sunfféf and Summer 2011, LEAs
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General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of teacher preparation programs inttte for which the public 0% 0% | 100% | 100%| 100%

can access data on the achievement and growtlefiasdlin this notice) of
the graduates’ students.

Percentage of principal preparation programs irSta¢e for which the 0% 0% | 100% | 100%| 100%
public can access data on the achievement and ly(awtdefined in this
notice) of the graduates’ students.

General data to be provided at time of application:

Total number of teacher credentialing programsie;nState. 10
Total number of principal credentialing programsha State. 4

Total number of teachers in the State. 5,927
Total number of principals in the State. 379

Number of principals includes assistant principals.

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teacher credentialing programs in théeSta which the
information (as described in the criterion) is peilglreported.

Number of teachers prepared by each credentiatingram in the State for
which the information (as described in the crite)i® publicly reported.

Number of principal credentialing programs in that& for which the
information (as described in the criterion) is pellglreported.
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Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of principals prepared by each credentigdragram in the State
for which the information (as described in theamian) is publicly reported.
Number of teachers in the State whose data aregaigd to produce
publicly available reports on the State’s creddinggprograms.

Number of principals in the State whose data ageeggated to produce
publicly available reports on the State’s creddingaprograms.

(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers angrincipals (20 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojideas a high-quality plan for its
participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) to—

() Provide effective, data-informed professionavdlopment, coaching, induction, and common plapaimd collaboration time to
teachers and principals that are, where appropoatping and job-embedded. Such support mightsfocy for example,
gathering, analyzing, and using data; designinguntonal strategies for improvement; differentigtinstruction; creating school
environments supportive of data-informed decisi@esjgning instruction to meet the specific neddsgh need students (as
defined in this notice); and aligning systems adaving barriers to effective implementation ofghiges designed to improve
student learning outcomes; and

(i) Measure, evaluate, and continuously improweeffectiveness of those supports in order to impsiudent achievement (as
defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pages
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Since the primary focus of DC’s RTTT applicatioreissuring that teachers and leaders in DC aretefegnd highly effective,
initiatives that support teacher effectivenessuptoprofessional development are embedded throagheapplication:

Section B3: Supporting Professional Development Atnd the Common Core Standardsequips schools to provide teachers
with time and energy to realign curriculum with tiemmon Core Standards in a way that is “ongoirthjalb-embedded”

Section B3: Interim Assessmentsensures that interim assessments may be purctiasedh providers who also support “data;
informed professional development, coaching, andmaon planning and collaboration time” directly iretschool

Section B3: Standards Entry Points for Differentiaed Learning: a manual and training for teachers on how to ampreacess

of the Common Core Standards demonstrates a corentitim “design instruction to meet the specificdseef high-need students’

Section C2: Making Data Available to Researcheramake data available to researchers and publish @f kesearch priorities as
an important means of ensuring that the State w&@asure, evaluate, and continuously improve tlex@feness” of professional
development supports in order to improve studemieaement

Section C3: Supporting Data-Driven Culture in All Schools: equips schools with funding to support Data Coadhrehe training
of Data Leads within the school building, reflegtine strong commitment to “gathering, analyzimg] asing data,” thus “creatin

[\

school environments supportive of data-informedsiees.” For schools that already have Data LeadSoaches in place, fundin

©

may be used for job-embedded professional developme

Section C3: Supporting the Development of Instructinal Improvement Systemsacknowledges that some LEAS require
support in developing student-level data systemsadhksist in “gathering, analyzing, and using daigilan instruction

Section D1: Requirements For Alternative Certificaton Programs: OSSE requirements for alternative certificatiooggams
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will ensure that alternative pathway teachers inrB€eive job-embedded professional development train certification

providers

Section D2: Master Educators Providing Coaching Usig IMPACT Data: the cycle of observations and coaching that ocasir

w

a result of the IMPACT evaluation system is a jotisedded strategy that RTTT funds will ensure iessful

Section D3: Using Evaluation Data to Inform PD forHard-to-Staff Areas: the fact that teacher effectiveness in hard-té-sta

content areas is tracked over time will ensure ttheeffectiveness of supports provided to theaehiers is measured and improved

Section D4: Education Leadership Degreethe development of an Education Leadership Detipatefocuses on the development
of strong management skills reflects a DC commitnbericreate school environments supportive of diatarmed decisions” and
“align systems and remove barriers to effectivelemgntation of practices designed to improve stuldamning outcomes”

The additional strategies highlighted in Section t&n, are meant to supplement an already rolaufofio of professional
development options by addressing two prioritié$:tkle need for educators to have customized sinfesl development, and (2
the need to leverage pockets of existing excell@moeder to support improvement elsewhere in jstesn.

Again, strategies throughout DC’s RTTT applicataédinsupport DC’s overarching Great Teachers andléesagoalby Spring
2014, teacher and principal effectivenesswill have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAS.

Specific to Section D5, DC has set the followingljdlote: since teacher and principal effectivenssbe key objective of
professional development initiatives, no additiopaiformance measure is needed beyond the ovargr@ueat Teachers and
Leaders Goall:

GOAL: Create customized professional development expmrsebased on individual needs and leverage pockettectiveness
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within DC to improve overall educator effectiven
In order to achieve this goal, DC will implemene tlollowing strategies:

e (A) Launch Individualized PD Platform
e (B) Support Charter Professional Development Solutins Tied to Evaluations

e (C) Launch Professional Learning Communities for Efectiveness (PLaCES)

(D)(5)(i) Providing effective support to teachers ad principals: Professional development

(A) Launch Individualized PD Platform

RTTT funds will be used to develop an IndividuadiZzeD Platform, an innovative online platform thall eapture data from the
IMPACT evaluation system and provide teachers @itfingle, self-service clearinghouse for professidevelopment and
planning.Already, teachers in DCPS are clamoring for resesirecalling the central office for unit planssies plans, etc. — as
they are now equipped with concrete feedback abeathing and Learning Framework improvement af®&smust move
quickly to provide these teachers with what thegdht® improve. This will be accomplished througbiaform that is:

Individualized: suggesting professional development moduless tmotesources based on the needs evidenced thiraiigidual

teacher evaluation data and student data

[92)

Robust: containing a wide and deep array of rigorous msifmal development opportunities, including betthhological support
(e.g., streaming videos of teachers who are stirorgch aspect of the IMPACT rubric) and human sugge.g., online
scheduling that allows teachers to arrange time fimentor teacher to visit their classroom)

Teacher-centered: offering an intuitive and appealing interface thatlds on the best private sector sites and sirast(e.g., social
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networking, online sales and markqg, and iteractive interface

Self-service oriented: allowing teachers remote access/log-on to engdfethie system — at any time or from any locatidrased

on personal development needs

Although the Individualized PD Platform will be ddoped by DCPS to align to the evaluation systeah ittatches the majority of
DC teachers, charter schools will be able to adtesplatform and contribute their effective prees to the system’s repository.
The Human Capital Task Force — the cross-secttalmuiation team identified in Section D2 — will ens that this platform is best

able to serve collaborative purposes across alLBA&s.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Phase Ibuild interface and connect IMPACT data to Indiatized PD Platform: Winter 2010 — 2011, vendoraridCPS

2. Phase lldevelop/acquire content, such as video exempfaeffextive practice; provide charter schools vatitess to the
system: Spring 2011, vendor under DCPS

3. Phase lll:add external PD providers such as online coursgfi@her level content so effective teachers gmftgood to
great”: Spring 2012, vendor under DCPS
(B) Support Charter LEA Professional Development Skoitions Tied to Evaluations

Charter schools will develop evaluation system&thas the specifications outlined in Section D2hviuinding for the
development of PD solutions that tie to needs ifledtin evaluations. This strategy will be supmoltvia the following process,
through which charter LEAs will:

1. Submit plans to OSSE for developing or purchasiugessional development systems or strategiesatidrtess (and will
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continue to address) teacher and administratorsnegsed on evaluations. These may include coadhohggction, common
planning, and collaboration time that is ongoing gb-embedded: Spring 2012, participating chartehs

2. Review LEA plans and provide technical assistaBeenmer 2012, OSSE

(C) Launch Professional Learning Communities for Efectiveness (PLaCESs)

DC recognizes the benefits of having schools thahshe spectrum of effectiveness in a compactrgpbge area — the district’s

geographic size presents an opportunity unlikedhany of state, whereby schools that are nohigt-achieving have immediate

access to (and the ability to learn from) high-aeimg schools. The State intends to launch PrafeaslLearning Communities for
Effectiveness (PLaCEs), in which schools will jpiofessional collaboratives anchored by high-adhgeschools as a means to
engage educators in professional development antledrning experiences that will positively affeleeir impact on students.

This initiative serves a three critical goals: {d oster the transfer of best practices from haghieving schools to low-achieving

schools, (2) to foster collaboration across sedtotackle difficult challenges (e.g., how to prbpeerage/under-credited students

to graduation), and (3) to give high-achieving undiials and schools opportunities to inform andagegin education reforms
beyond their current schools and responsibilitRzsticipants will come from both DCPS and chartéosls, with an expectation
that PLaCEs will reach an estimated 34 schoolsnaadly 10,000 students by School Year 2013-14Appendix D5.1),
ultimately contributing to significant improvemerttsteacher effectiveness.

PLaCEs are built upon a new, small scale Dissemm&rant effort within the District. There are caemtly two functioning
collaboratives: The Power of Planning Collaboraf{mePOP) works with three schools, while the DGl&mrative for Change (of
DC3), works with 10 schools. In both cases, theGEsaschools have seen strong instructional imprewsn As such, DC plans 1
build upon these programs and help scale them ys Wt will dramatically impact improvements tadgnt achievement.
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Work with OSSE to determine the parameters of aR Biat effectively captures the collaboration ndedstatewide reform
(based in part on successful OSSE Disseminationt&carrently underway): Spring 2010, Human Cafitedk Force

This RFP will address:
e Collaboration needs, such as overage/under-creatiugtion strategies, STEM effectiveness strategias special

education inclusion strategies

¢ Requirements for composition of PLaCEs (e.g., @mshmust be anchored by at least one high-achiedhgol that meets

other specifications, such as particular succeascmllaboration need area and a demonstrateditafiaccoaching others

e A design that ensures consistency with the spitibe initiative, in which:
o High-achieving schools and teachers share expearvtiteschools that are not yet high-achieving
o PLaCEs focus on key issues and reform efforts in DC
o0 The Human Capital Task Force and OSSE identifyinead factors for schools that will benefit mosinfrthis form
of professional development

o PLaCEs create opportunities for growth, especfallyndividuals who are successful and who seek ceallenges

2. Issue RFP: Spring 2010, OSSE
3. Apply for grant funding, Spring 2010, Winter 200Minter 2012, LEA collaboratives
4. Award grants (three rounds): Summer 2010, Spriridl28pring 2012, OSSE

5. Implement Plans: Fall 2010 and ongoing, PLaCEs
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6. Provide guidance to OSSE on how to effectively sg#erand administer the PLaCEs: Summer 2010 andrandduman
Capital Task Force

7. Review results from PLaCEs clusters: Spring 2018SP & Human Capital Task Force

(D)(5)(ii) Providing effective support to teachersand principals: Evaluate professional development

(D) Develop PD Tracking Capabilities in the Individualized PD Platform

The Individualized PD Platform will allow LEAs toatch student growth with the teacher professioaaktbpment that may have
contributed to such growth. This will be done byaawatically tracking any resources a teacher/adstmatior uses while logged int
the system, and asking teachers and principatat& all offline professional development actiwstia which they participate.
When matched with value-added data, DC will be &bidentify PD activities that make differentiateohtributions to teacher
development. Specifically, such data will help D@leate PD options for expansion, improvement,igcahtinuation. This
information will also be made available to researsHor the purpose of tracking statewide profesdidevelopment effectivenes
DC intends to bring the evaluation and use of “@ht@éen professional development” to an unprecestigvel of effectiveness.
Ultimately, it will look to its PD system as a carxemponent of its broader human capital strategieg;h again could serve as a
national model for measuring, evaluating, and cauausly improving the effectiveness of professiatelelopment supports.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Design a process for tracking and analyzing thectiffeness (based on student achievement) of oatideffline PD
experiences in the Individualized PD Platform: R&ILO — Spring 2012, Vendor under DCPS

2. Compile PD effectiveness data stripped of perswiegitifiers and make available to researchersng®013, OSSE

A\1”4

(0]

U

130



Sew> | Nm| Nm| o Nm| Nm
Performance Measures 2382 |23| s2| B3| 23
Performance measures for this criterion are oplidhine State wishes to include = Q%Q_J Pa | Mo | “of Tgo
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Percentage of effective and highly effective teegle participating LEAs Base | Base | Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

Percentage of effective and highly effective pyiads in participating LEAs Base | Base | Base | Base
9 ghly P P P 9 +5% | +10% + 15%

(E) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schoolq50 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowes-achieving schools and LEA (10 points)

The extent to which the State has the legal, statubr regulatory authority to intervene diredtiythe State’s persistently lowest-
achieving schools (as defined in this notice) andEAs that are in improvement or corrective acttatus.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (E)(1):
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, deguregulations, or other relevant legal documents

Recommended maximum response length: One page

In the past five years across the District of Cdlian47 schools have been closed, 13 have beesfdrared, seven have
undergone turnaround, and four have been restdt@ds a veteran of school turnaround interventamg is poised to leverage its
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accumulated experience to make a difference ingtergly lowest-achieving and low-achieving schadsoss sectors. In fact, all
persistently lowest-achieving schools will havaraarvention plan in place by Fall 2012, and DCl vatget 22 additional schools
on the broader list of the District’s lowest achimgyv20% of schools for intervention within four ysa

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schooland LEAs

The commitment to turn around—and in some casesg€ekpersistently lowest-achieving schools is a cormmitment within the
District of Columbia. Taking on the lowest-achigyischools is a challenge to which both DCPS andPth®ic Charter School

Board have risen and continue to rise. The Racen@d op application offers the federal governméatdpportunity to recognize
the strides that have been made in DC and to cotarsitaling them and ensuring their effectiveneisinva context that enables

minimum funding to have a dramatic and lasting iotpBC is uniquely positioned for turnaround wodchuse it has: (1) a stron

«Q

governance structure with mayoral control, whidavas$ for swift intervention and aligned, coherezddership of the school
system; (2) a robust talent pool committed to ttonad — from DCPS, to high-achieving charters,dammitted turnaround
operators; and (3) a compact size that enables @iaround efforts among a targeted set of schodising about dramatic
results for students. An understanding of the alpmiet #1 is critical to recognizing the State’gdé statutory, and regulatory
authority to intervene directly in the District’'efsistently lowest-achieving schools.

The DC Public Education Reform Amendment Act of 20DC Law 817-9, June 12, 2007) abolished the 1Board of Education,
which had oversight for the public school systend placed direct authority for DCPS with the MayR€ Official Code 838-172
now states, “the Mayor shall govern the public stha the District of Columbia. The Mayor shalMeaauthority over all
curricula, operations, functions, budget, persgriaébr negotiations and collective bargaining agrents, facilities, and other
education-related matters...” When the City Couapproved the Mayor’s request to take control eftitstorically low-achieving
DCPS system in 2007, it established the legal avémpance structure for the State to directly irgae in the state’s lowest-
achieving schools: unique to DC as a city-state Mlayor is the state’s highest-ranking official agliivalent to the Governor. As
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a turnaround intervention for school systems, malyawntrol is the gold standard of accountabitjowing for decisive actions
relating to closing, restarting, turning around] éransforming schools.

The transition to mayoral control was necessitated chronic inability of the school system to agdrits most pressing needs, and

thus far the results have been promising. Studdné@ement has risen since the institution of maloontrol, and enrollment is
finally stabilizing as more families see the vatie DCPS education. Part of the value of mayavatrol has been the political
will for swift closures of under-enrolled schootsdaurnarounds of underperforming schools. Indeetipnly does the State have
the authority to intervene in the persistently Istwachieving schools, but with Chancellor Rheesskrrecord of school closures
and partnerships, it is clear that DC is actuadiyng this authority.

Beyond political will for swift decision making, émew governance structure positions the Mayoracshal and direct all of the
State’s resources toward helping improve outcomesttidents. The same legislation that establisiegbral control for DCPS
also created a full-fledged, stand-alone State &tlutal Agency, separating SEA functions out fréw@ $chool system for the first
time. In addition, the Mayor created a District-aigsichool facilities agency charged with renovasagool facilities. A Deputy
Mayor’s office (similar to a Lieutenant Governor@epartment of Education in other states) coordmatteragency efforts of the
health, mental health, human services, and pokpadments, among others, to meet establishedtadge@nd improve indicators
related to youth development. Ultimately, underBh&trict’s school governance structure, the lowastieving schools receive
concerted and aligned interventions and supposdigded to raise student achievement.

Charter schools in DC are chartered by an indepara€ agency, the Public Charter School Board (PC8Bd governed by
separate Boards of Trustees at the charter schwloish are independent DC nonprofit corporationsvi2ions of the School
Reform Act of 1995 (D.C. Official Code 838-1800seq).) in DCMR 8934.1 give the Public Charter Scligadrd the authority to

revoke a charter (i.e., close the school) if tHeost has “failed to meet the goals and studentemaziachievement expectations set

forth in the charter.” The DC Public Charter SchBohrd is the only entity charged with the autlyaiat close public charter
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schools and is responsible for monitoring chartaosl quality. Its oversight of DC’s public charthools reflects a statewide
commitment to both accountability and autonomy. PRESB has a strong reputation for closing undeoperifig schools, earning
national acclaim from the Center for EducationafoR®a. A newly-developed Performance Management Eraonk will enable the
PCSB to be even more efficient in its identificatimf schools that are struggling and move towal@suce of these schools. In
addition, the PCSB has written a letter of suppuaticating that it will move to close or restarheols that appear on the list of
persistently low-achieving schools generated by EXS3e letter is included in Appendix E1.1.

Efforts at the LEA level, be it DCPS or charter@ahLEAS, are complemented by NCLB accountabilityasures, federal grants
oversight, and monitoring performed by OSSE whioddslight on low performance and non-compliancelaad to corrective
action plan implementation and technical assistahibe federal laws have served as groundwork ugaohaDC has laid its

turnaround plans.

In sum, the lowest-achieving schools in DC are ti&rgeted through the dual accountability syserDCPS and the PCSB in
an overall structure of Mayoral control. This systef accountability positions the District as adleain school improvement and g

potential national model for turnaround efforts.

Reform Plan Criteria

(E)(2) Turning around the lowes-achieving school (40 points)
The extent to which the State has a high-qualig @nd ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Identify the persistently lowest-achieving sol®(as defined in this notice) and, at its disoretany non-Title | eligible
secondary schools that would be considered penlislewest-achieving schools (as defined in tlosige) if they were eligible to
receive Title | funds; an(b points)
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(i) Support its LEAs in turning around these sclsday implementing one of the four school intervemtmodels (as described in
Appendix C): turnaround model, restart model, stbtasure, or transformation model (provided thatlL&A with more than nine
persistently lowest-achieving schools may not hsderansformation model for more than 50 perceitisafchools)(35 points)

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detdilh) the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the
criterion. The narrative or attachments shall alsolude, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting tteeion. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional
information the State believes will be helpful ézpreviewers. For attachments included in the Appe note in the narrative the|
location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (E)(2) (please fill in table below):

The State’s historic performance on school turnadpas evidenced by the total number of persistémitest-achieving schools
(as defined in this notice) that States or LEAsmtited to turn around in the last five years, p@@ach used, and the results and
lessons learned to date.

Recommended maximum response length: Eight pages

As noted in Section E1, the District of Columbideile territory for executing swift and effecéivurnaround strategies on account
of its unique governance structure, a robust pbblman capital talent, and a uniquely compact gggalgc size. Moreover, the
history of turnaround in DC has created a contexthich important lessons have been learned aridcgal in preparation of the
Race To the Top application. The plans outlinedWwekflect careful consideration of what DC hasred — both best practices
and difficult pitfalls — from its on-the-ground haround work. These lessons, along with confidémelee fact that DC has
prioritized the most important issues relatingumaround in the crafting of a bold and achievd®bId T strategy, have led to the

following goal and performance measures:

GOAL: Intervene with DC’s persistently lowest-achievimgsols through closure or another turnaround mthdelputs them on g

trajectory for dramatically improved student acleieent by creating conditions of support and atitigdtigh-quality human
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capital to turnaround scho

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1. by 2014, all schools that have undergone at laastyears of a turnaround model will have
demonstrated a rate of growth in student academopti@ency that exceeds the average statewideahtgowth by 1.5 to 2 times
in Year 2, and by 2-3 times in Years 3 and 4.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by 2014, all the DCPS schools that have undergaeast one year of a turnaround model wil

be showing gains on leading indicators to be iderdiby the Office of School Innovation, such &sratance and credit recovery
in secondary schools

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Identify and Plan for the Turnaround of Persistently Lowest-achieving Schools
e (B) Create Pipelines of Turnaround Leaders

e (C) Provide Preparation Support for Potential Turnaround Teams

e (D) Align School Modernization Efforts to Support Shool Turnaround

¢ (E) Provide Differential Funding for Turnaround Schools

e (F) Ensure Capacity for Strong Management of Turnaound Partnerships

(E)(2)(1) Turning around the lowest-achieving scholg: Identification of schools

An important precursor to turnaround work is thenidfication of schools that are in the greatestnier turnaround interventions,

To date, DCPS and PCSB have used federal accolitptat@asures to identify and target the Distridd'®est-achieving schools
for restructuring or closure. Moving forward, OS®&H generate an annual list of persistently lowashieving schools and

convene a meeting with DCPS and the PCSB to emisat@lans are in place to turn around the lowebkteaing schools across th
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District’'s LEAs. For the purposes of this applicati OSSE worked with a coalition of thought leadeven DCPS, PCSB, current
turnaround partners, and leaders of charter schoaieate a definition of and process for ideimifythe District's most

persistently low-achieving schools (based on thmitien provided in this notice). Of the Distrist’173 Title | schools, 133 have
been identified for improvement. Five percent ad tiotal — the requirement for persistently lowaslieving schools — represents
seven schools. In addition, 38 schools are cugremttier restructuring status and 21 schools armplg for restructuring this year
(44% of all Title | schools identified for improvemt).

Definition
Overall, DC has identified two types of schoolstiamnaround:

Schoolswith graduation rates below 60% over a two year-period. Currently, three DC high schools (Anacostia, Biastand Luke
C. Moore) have reported graduation rates below 80&&ch of the last two years. Of these schoolkel@. Moore HS is an
alternative school that targets older, under-ceedstudents (i.e., under-credited relative to gaido requirements), which may
call for a differentiated turnaround response (ax@d below). Given impending changes to the metlogy of calculating
graduation rates (i.e., adoption of the cohort mémteracking graduation), DC’s graduation rateigpected to experience a
downward adjustment that will likely result in magecondary schools being identified for potentiah&round interventions.

The lowest-achieving 5% of Title| schoolsidentified for improvement. To determine this group, DC has created a cledr an
transparent definition of low-achieving that is &@&®n statewide criteria, including: (1) numbeyeérs a school has not made
AYP, (2) overall growth in achievement in the schand (3) current overall achievement level of $bhool, separate and apart
from whether the school is improving achievemeiaicheof these areas is explained in further deéddavo:

1. Improvement status. This measure assigns points based on a schaotsnt year improvement status. It is assigned the

D

heaviest weight (50 points) because the measuoegarates a factor of persistence. For exampleyashn restructuring have
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missed AYP for six years. Using this formula, sdeaeceive 10 points if they are in Improvement iYea20 points if they ar¢

A%

in improvement Year 2, 30 points if they are inrective action, 40 points if they are in restruictgmplanning, or 50 points if

they are in restructuring implementation.

2. Overall growth. This measure relates to the progress schoolsrhade in increasing the percentage of students atr@ s
proficient or above on the DC-CAS. Points are assigoased on the change in the percentage of ssustmring proficient or
above on the DC-CAS in the school overall from 2@92009. Schools receive 10 points each for regdind mathematics if
there is a decrease in proficiency from 2007 ta92@@., they receive points against them for singva decrease in
achievement).

3. Distance from the AMO. This measure is a snapshot of current achieverRentts are assigned based on the distance betiveen
the percentage of students scoring proficient ovatand the annual measurable objective (AMO) GrzedY P
determinations. Schools are flagged if the pergentd students proficient or above is less thahthal AMO. Schools receive
5 points each for reading and mathematics if thegueage proficient is less than half the AMO feotconsecutive years ang
10 points for reading and mathematics if the pasggnis less than half the AMO for three conseeuyrars.

Points are given to schools based on these thtegarées, with the persistently lowest-achievingasds scoring highest. OSSE
will publish annual rankings of all District scheddased on this scale. (Appendix E2.1 providestiatdi context.)

According to the definition outlined above, theldating schools are identified for turnaround (thfeegraduation rate

underperformance and seven schools that fall ilmdt®m 5% of schools, for a total of 10 schoofg)acostia Senior High Schoo

Eastern Senior High School, Luke C. Moore Acadépyions Public Charter School, Spingarn Senior Hggthool, Kenilworth
Elementary School, Browne Junior High School, Durenior High School, Prospect Learning Center, dr@lHamilton Center.

DCPS will devise a turnaround plan for each ofitlemtified schools to the extent that one has metdy been defined and
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implemented, and the PCSB will move toward clogarghe sole charter school on the list. Not mdwant50% of the identified
DCPS schools will be permitted to engage in tramsédion as an intervention.

Because DC considers school turnaround to be aatéabant of reform, the District intends to puwsumore aggressive strategy
than RTTT’s minimum requirements. In addition toyiting the bottom 5% of DC’s schools and schoaik persistently low
graduation rates, as noted above, OSSE, DCPS,@88 Rave also committed to considering a more esipartist of schools that
include bottom 20% of DC, for which turnaround mventions will be considered on a school-by-schaslis.

The ongoing plan to support identification andy&ing is as follows:
(A) Identify and Plan for the Turnaround of Persistently Lowest-achieving Schools, Revisiting Annually

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Finalize list of schools to turn around based omenu definition and 2009 data, including at lg¢astten schools identified
above and others within the bottom 20% to be detesuin Spring 2010, OSSE, DCPS, and PCSB

2. Examine ranking of schools and eliminate (a) ampsts for which an adequate intervention has oecuim the past two years
and (b) any schools that may have been flaggedaleerollment of special populations but are deetodak performing
effectively: Spring 2010, OSSE, with DCPS or PC&8relevant

In the case where special program-related schaols as special education and alternative educatbaols are identified, a
joint team from the LEA, OSSE, and the PCSB (iresas which the LEA is a charter school) will callf review school data
to determine if the school's need for a turnaroimervention. This review will be very detailed acaltious, so as to ensure
that all contributing factors to a school's ovepdiformance be taken into consideration. Ultimatalstrong and compelling
reason must exist for any school to receive exoapticonsideration relative to the turnaround patans outlined in this
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application. That said, DC is open to consideriog lintervention strategies might be tailored toradd unique school needs.

In addition, identified schools that have partitgzhin turnaround interventions over the last twarg will be reviewed in

greater detail in order to determine whether aoldil interventions and supports are needed (howthese schools will not

be expected to re-do prior turnaround efforts).

3. Publish list of schools slated for turnaround: Stan2010, OSSE

4. Revisit the adequacy and appropriateness of theitit@f outlined above for identifying the truly psstently lowest-achieving
schools in the state on an annual basis, engadihgrBa school-quality thought leaders in the prsadesll 2010 and ongoing

OSSE, DCPS, and PCSB.

5. Establish a detailed turnaround plan and timeloreesbich school listed above that is slated foranound: beginning Spring

2010 with final plans for above listed schools lgeamnounced by January 2012, OSSE/DCPS and OSSB/PCS

6. Plan for additional turnarounds for schools on@&SE-reported “persistently lowest-achieving sclistilas generated
annually with new student achievement data: begmfall 2011 and annually, OSSE/DCPS and OSSE/PCSB

(E)(2)(ii) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools: Resudtto Date and Lessons Learned

DC has an extensive history with implementatiotheffour turnaround models outlined in the RTT Tiaeo{see Appendix E2.2 for a li

of schools and models). As a result, the distastdeveloped a strong set of lessons learned,llcessvg@me emerging results. The
turnarounds, restarts, and transformations led®y ®outlined below occurred in either 2008 or 20@&r 1 of a turnaround

intervention is typically viewed as a stabilizatigear, during which student academic results tylgida not increase, as the school is

ensuring that leading cultural indicators, suchteendance and discipline, are brought under cohtevertheless, DC already has

positive story to tell about student achievemeiisiturnaround efforts. For school turnarounddetiin 2008 (and for which data is

JJ

a
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available), 2009 DC-CAS results surpassed the Bayeaage prior to the turnaround by 9 percentagegin reading and 12
percentage points in math. Within this group, sdnaenatic successes exist: for example, at Sousdlé/&thool, where the principal
was replaced and a Full Service School model wpkemented (one of the innovation models referemcaavitational Priority #6),
reading scores increased by 21 percentage poietslm 3-year historical average and math scocesased by 27 percentage points.
The new principal placed all staff on an aggresselay improvement plan and managed school cudimnen to the last detail, leading
to the dramatic growth results and showing the p@iva strong leader in a turnaround school. A3, wtidents and teachers at Sous:
have personally told Chancellor Rhee that they leaeey intention of surpassing last year’s growsttess with this year’'s DC-CAS.

Table E2.1 School Intervention History and Lessonkearned, SY2004-05 — present

# of Schoolg
Since
School Yea
Approach Used|2004-05 Lessons Learned (See Appendix E2.2 for specific subls)
Turnaround 7 In turnaround schools, less than 50% of the stadfrahired, as there is an understanding that

(7 DCPS) immediate, dramatic results require a new in-schteam. Recent turnaround efforts have
highlighted the need to consider the ripple eftecthe rest of the District if a large number of
teachers are displaced from a school.

Restart 4 To completely restart a school and change the milunong existing students requires a

(3 DCPS, significant investment of time and money, andribisan attractive proposition for many leaders
1 DYS taken | and organizations. Having enough staff on hand ateoaligned with a common vision and can
%gtg?’) spread a strong academic culture quickly is criti¢daving a building that makes students feel
proud of their school is another important envira@mntal factor. In a restart, such as Anacostia
High School, community engagement is also a cliinacess factor.

Closure a7 Closure is an important part of DC’s overall strgieto reduce the number of low-achieving seats
(35 DCPS, 12/in the District. In several instances — such asrBeg, Birney, Clark and Douglass — the space
PCSB) seats of underperforming and under-enrolled scha@ee given to charter LEAs that were able
provide a high-quality education to students.

—bw
o
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# of Schoolg

Since
School Year
Approach Used|2004-05 Lessons Learned (See Appendix E2.2 for specific subls)
Transformation| 13 As with all the interventions, leadership changexgsemely important. A strong leader is the

(I3 DCPS)  |linchpin in any turnaround plan. Another criticabmponent of turnaround is strategic planning
ensure a phase-by-phase approach to transformakimmally, because history in DC shows that
transformation is not always a sufficiently aggresssolution, DC has moved to expand its

portfolio of plans to include more closure, turnaral, and restarts under the new administration.

—

=

These lessons informed DC'’s approach to subsedqutententions as well as the RTTT Turnaround Pédenfollows:

Table E2.2 School Intervention Lessons Learned an@TTT Turnaround Plan Implications

Lesson Learned Implications for DC Turnaround Plan
Turnaround work is not inherently attrac tive. It is Support: Enable the Office of School Innovation, the intechary
difficult to convince potential leaders and/or ente organization between partnership schools and D&Pé&pand its

partners to work in schools with a history of dréima | operations and provide higher quality support i@ schools.

underperformance and insufficient support, faesitiand Facilities: Ensure that the State’s plans for modernizingatibol
authority. facilities within five years aligns with the timeé for turnaround,
such that there is a coordinated effort to modere@hools due for
turnaround on a timeline that positions the scliooultimate success.

Authority: Explore the option of giving the Chancellor of D&EP
chartering authority, which, if enacted, would deatharter schools
to have autonomy (e.g., in staffing) while turnamgund schools
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Lesson Learned

Implications for DC Turnaround Plan

Turnaround work is expensive, and thus it is importan
to be thoughtful about additional resources thaghinbe
required above and beyond formula funding to ensuré
that additional investments are warranted and agliev

t Careful analyses of budgets from current turnarapetrators affirms

the belief that additional per student fundingegded to help fund
2the variance between formula funding and requisgzhcity to
execute a swift school turnaround.

Resources:Give turnaround schools the resources they neéal to
establish a strong, positive adult presence irbthieling, and (b)
provide adequate support services, while ensuhagthe schools
have thoughtful plans for the most efficient allb@a of resources

The success of turnaround work depends on having
strong leadershipand a human capital strategy with
specific turnaround training is critical.

Leadership Training: As noted in Section D4, DCPS plans to wor
with a university partner to develop an Educati@adership Degree
with a strand in turnaround management to equipri@t leaders
with necessary skills.

=

Turnaround work is strategically challengingand
requires careful planning, sequencing, and preatton.
It also requires thoughtful engagement of community
stakeholders at key points throughout the process.

DC will fund a planning year for turnaround teamgitaft thoughtful
strategic plans, recruit turnaround teachers, agage the
community to ensure that all the necessary elenaetaligned for
successful turnaround.

Turnaround work has a ripple effect throughout the
District and must be done with consideration of syste
wide impact. It is difficult to completely overhastaff at
multiple schools simultaneously, because teachers a
often shuffled between low-achieving schools. It is
important to balance the desire to move swiftlyhiite

DC will use all four turnaround strategies and ety phased
napproaches to turning around schools in the boB%of low-
achieving schools, as well as in schools thatahin the broader
bottom 20%, committing to turn schools around wntthie timeline of
the grant, but recognizing the problems inheremtyimg to front-load
all turnarounds.

need for a careful system-wide approach.

DCPS Plans
Lessons from recent DC efforts have already begumfor
schools identified for improvement according to deve

the four models defined in this notice. Of the otdehools, two are “restarts,” two are “transforimas,” and one is a “turnaround

m the District’'s ongoing approach to schiawharound. Of the 10
definition, five have already been targé&edurnaround using one of

All have requisite evaluation systems in place essalt of IMPACT, outlined in Section D2.
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Restarts

Anacostia High School — under partnership with hét&hip Public Schools, and Dunbar High School -eupartnership with
Friends of Bedford — are both restarts. Anacostia elosed and then reopened under Friendship Padticols — an operator that
has a track record of success in Baltimore — ihZ209, under a completely new leadership tearff, stad instructional program.
Though achievement results are not yet availab#alihg indicators such as safety and security,edisas ninth grade credit
attainment, are promising. The leadership teammaicAstia HS has been deeply involved in helpingtiiMdk about its turnaround
strategy for the RTTT application in terms of hunecapital and financial resource needs. Dunbar ISigiool was also closed and
reopened under a proven non-profit organizatioenés of Bedford, in Fall 2009. Like Anacostia, DanHS was reopened under
a completely new leadership team, staff, and iet'nal program. Friends of Bedford has also takesr the management of
Coolidge High School, which according to the deiom did not make the list of 10 persistently lotvashieving schools, but was
in the NCLB restructuring phase, thus demonstrdiifigs commitment to applying bold interventionsatbroader set of schools
that fall within the bottom 20% of low-achievinghemls.

Transformation

There are two schools on the “persistently lowestieving schools” list that are transformationskélC. Moore Academy and
Hamilton Center. Luke C. Moore Academy strives tovile a competent and compassionate secondargaia setting for
young people between the ages of 16-20 who haygpdrbout of high school or were not being servettditional school
options. Notwithstanding the fact that Luke C. Maserves a student population with very specifedse DCPS was concerned by
low attendance rates and test scores, and recaghigeneed for strong leadership at a school likeeLC. Moore more than
anywhere. In Fall 2009, DCPS changed the schaediddrship in Fall 2009. The new principal is a feri@chool Improvement
Officer with extensive experience with at-risk yoatnd off-track populations. DCPS has further piesithe principal with a top-

notch team, including a Dean of Students with elgpee in alternative education, an Instructionaa€owith 30+ years of

experience in urban education, and an Assistantipal from New Leaders for New Schools. This ygattendance rates have
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already risen to a daily average of 55% versusykeat's daily average of 32% under the former stleaalership. Additionally,
DCBAS scores have increased by 100% in both matHitanacy.

Hamilton Center is DCPS’ other transformation sdhAapecial education center with 99% of studetdssified as having specia

needs, its inclusion within DCPS’ broader subseatiofaround schools demonstrates the District’'sra@gment to improving the
quality of education options for all District stude. As part of Hamilton Center’s transformatiofods, the principal has been
replaced and DCPS’ Office of Special Educationrthade a substantive investment in professional dpwatnt for school staff,
partnering with the Kennedy Krieger Institute, aternationally recognized institution with expegtia special education
professional training. Kennedy Krieger will helpi¢ton with intervention strategies for studententfied as Emotionally

Disturbed (ED). It will also support the implemetida of specific teaching strategies for Hamilteat¢hers to meet the needs of the

student population, including the implementatioma-teaching model.

Turnarounds

Eastern High School is the best example of a “ptuaiaround school from DC'’s persistently lowedtiacing list. The school is
currently being closed under a grade-by-grade pbasesuch that in School Year 2010-11 the schalblenroll only an outgoing
12" grade class and a new incomifyg@ade class. A new leader for the school is bhired while at the same time the school's
staff is being reconstituted. DCPS has also comjyietverhauled the building in ways to help catalffastern High School's mug

needed culture change.

Five additional schools that are not in the bot&¥nof DC’s lowest-achieving schools are also cutyamdergoing a turnaround
intervention aligned with the definition of turnarad in this notice (three schools fall in the bottd0% of schools, and all school
are among the 50 lowest-achieving schools in D@).example, at Wheatley (formerly Webb-Wheatleyhjgh-achieving
administrator from a school in a high-income sactdDC was targeted for transfer and moved to Wégan School Year 2008-
09, to oversee its reconstitution. The principas\ga&en authority over hiring, resulting in lesanb0% of former staff being

145

[72)

h



rehired. Although the school is still in the st&ation phase, initial cultural indicators of chargye promising, and an increase |
enrollment suggests that families are regainindidence in the school.

Highlights of the work being done in DCPS turnardgchools include:

Replace Principal and Grant Operational Flexibility: hire new principals, reconstitute staff, give pijgal control over budget,
allow flexibility in terms of scheduling (e.g., dole blocks)

Measure Effectiveness of Staff and Rehire Lessthan 50% of Preexisting Staff: rehire less than 50% of preexisting staff, measure

and evaluate all staff with IMPACT (see Section D2)

I mplement Human Capital Strategies: use multiple pipeline strategies with non-profisyvide TEAM awards as incentives for
schools with 20% increases in reading and mathyigeegperformance pay through IMPACT for highly efiige teachers (see
Section D2)

Leverage Professional Development: provide embedded professional development foheraahrough Master Teachers and
Instructional Coaches

I mplement a New Governance Structure: explore new governance structures, including Wegat participation in a
“Collaborative for Change” with a new reportingustiure and DC’s building out of the Office of Schbmovation to oversee ney
school models

I mplement a High-Quality I nstructional Program: provide a strong foundation for managing the ingional program through th
Teaching and Learning Framework, provide mandatolgborative planning time

Use of Student Data: use DC-BAS and DC-CAS as well as formative assessif@ instruction and differentiation of instnoct
Increase Learning Timeschedule evening credit recovery and Saturday édiémy (HS), summer school, and after-school “Péieer”

Provide Wraparound Services. coordinate wraparound services through the Mayaffise and Interagency Collaboration and

[§2)
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Services Integration Commissiol€SIC)

In addition to continuing to support these restaansformation, and turnaround interventions, D@#Barget the remaining
schools on the list of persistently lowest-achigvachools and ensure that each school has defirteninglemented an explicit
turnaround plan by Fall 2012. It will also targdtdional schools on the broader list of DC’s lotvashieving 20% of schools for
intervention, and will engage in conversations vpithential turnaround leaders and operators, imadudigh-achieving charter
schools, about the potential for their interventiothese lowest-achieving schools. The strategigned below will ensure the
success of these current and future efforts.

In parallel, the PCSB, in partnership with OSSHI| wiplement a plan for the sole charter schootlmcurrent list of persistently
low-achieving schools, through the approach oudlimethe PCSB’s Performance Management Framework.

(B) Create Pipelines of Turnaround Leaders

DC recognizes that execution of successful turnadeaquires unique leadership skills, and thatiticawl training for school
leaders falls far short of providing the necesseaiying and context that is specific to turnaroueguirements. Principals who
embark on turnaround efforts typically inherit solsothat are in academically, culturally, and fio@ty dismal situations.
Successful turnaround requires strong and diffeaet management skills to bring about dramaticraped change to school
culture, student engagement and academic perfoen&8ecause this work requires a unique skill segra component of DC’s
turnaround strategy will be founded in large parits ability to foster a strong pipeline of fututgnaround leaders through its
Education Leadership Degree, outlined in Section D4
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Beyond this strategy, DC will support specific iaftves to:
(C) Provide Preparation Support for Potential Turnaround Teams

As DC considered its turnaround plan, current astéial turnaround operators and leaders proviglegluable feedback about
what they required to support and/or manage sdioadround efforts in the District. One criticaliyportant element was the

O

guarantee of funding for a planning year that wallow a school to develop an explicit and inteméibturnaround plan in order t

help ensure the greatest likelihood of executiaitess and, ultimately, improvements to studenteaenent.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Upon identification of schools for turnaround, akrivhich schools will be turned around in whichhef next three years and
assemble administrative teams to take on the toumais, Fall 2010 and ongoing, DCPS Office of Schaodvation

2. Fund planning years for administrative teams whibtake on the turnaround of a school in the follegvschool year: Fall

2010 and ongoing for life of grant, OSSE
(D) Align School Modernization Efforts to Support Shool Turnaround

DC has undertaken a five-year School Moderniza®iam for all schools in the District. This curredfitort can be made even morge
strategic by aligning the timeline for modernizatof specific schools with DCPS timelines for tuiand. DME will coordinate
with DCPS to ensure that DCPS turnaround planseaupported, wherever possible, by facilities mnpments that can

complement needed environmental changes to schools.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Facilitate discussions between the Mayor’s Offiesijonsible for the Facilities Modernization Planyl the DCPS Team
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responsible for planning anixecuting turnarounds: quarterly, starting in Sumga@0 (for life of grant and beyond), OS
(E) Provide Differential Funding for Turnaround Schools

For reasons noted earlier, DC’s turnaround platludes the provision of an additional per-studentdfag of $1,000 for the first
four years of a school’s turnaround, restart, angformation efforts. In 2009, this funding wasyided to DC turnaround schools

[N

by private donors, without which many schools migbit have been able to meet critical staffing negdtuding the on-the-groun
/ in-school placement of staff from turnaround partorganizations. In order to be awarded the supghtal per-pupil funding for
turnaround efforts, DCPS will work in close colladbon with the turnaround school and, where applie, turnaround partner

organization to outline how additional funding vk put to use to support strategic and sustairaadbigties that meet the unique|

needs of turnaround school students.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Develop a plan for use of differential funding &ach school in turnaround (for turnarounds begmtie following Fall):

Spring of each year, DCPS
2. Provide differential funding for turnaround schob&sed on number of students served: Fall of eeah PSSE
(F) Ensure Capacity for Strong Management of Turnaound Partnerships

DCPS needs capacity to effectively manage and stipp@artnerships with organizations that wikpllead roles in turning
around DC schools. RTTT funds will help will suppoapacity-building in DCPS’ Office of School Inretion, which oversees al
turnaround efforts under the leadership of JosHriale former Chicago Public Schools school porfalifice manager who

helped launch that city’s turnaround strategy.
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ACTIVITIE S, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Establish new organizational chart and job respwliiges for the Office of School Innovation: Spgir2010, DCPS
2. Submit these, along with a sustainability plantioreline beyond the life of the RTTT grant, to OSSEmmer 2010, DCPS
3. Hire new team members: Summer/Fall 2010, DCPS

As noted in the Budget Summary Narrative, Scho@rbwement Grants provide additional funds to supponaround efforts. DQ
plans to use RTTT dollars and School ImprovememinGrin a seamless strategy to execute the oneerdhan articulated

above.

_ I3ISORWOX | M| Nm| Nm| Nm
Performance MeasuresThe number of schools for which one of the four| 8 9 g %28 %g ga =22 Ea ga
school intervention models (described in Appendix! be initiated each |2~ oS @ S78 | Tl ual ne| he
year =) owm owm owm owm
Bl BX| B 2

Schools on the Persistently Lowest Achieving List 4 1 2 1 2

Schools beyond the Persistently Lowest Achievirgy Li 46 7 5 5 5

(F) General (55 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(F)(1) Making education funding a priority (10 points)
The extent to which—

(i) The percentage of the total revenues availabtee State (as defined in this notice) that wesed to support elementary,

secondary, and public higher education for FY 20@8 greater than or equal to the percentage dbthkrevenues available to tk

e
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State (as defined in this notice) that were usesipport elementary, secondary, and public higecation for FY 2008; and

(i) The State’s policies lead to equitable fund{ay between high-need LEAs (as defined in thigcediand other LEAs, and (b)
within LEAS, between high-poverty schools (as dadimn this notice) and other schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(1)(i):
¢ Financial data to show whether and to what extgo¢rditures, as a percentage of the total revesnsakable to the State
(as defined in this notice), increased, decreasetmained the same.
Evidence for (F)(1)(ii):
e Any supporting evidence the State believes wilhblpful to peer reviewers.

Recommended maximum response length: Three pages

The District of Columbia is primed for rapid eduoatinnovation and improvement. Education fundisi@ iDistrict priority, and
DC'’s charter laws are the strongest in the na#latonomous schools are encouraged not only throhglcharter sector, but also
within DCPS. From preschool to college, DC is posiéd to meet the needs of all its students, inafuthose who need special
programming. Due to these conditions and the sseale of DC, RTTT funding will be leveraged for rmaMm impact in the
District of Columbia.

(F)(1)(1) Making education funding a priority: Total revenues

The District of Columbia’s budget is comprised e¥sn major funding clusters, with Education beimg $econd highest-funded
(only slightly behind Health and Human Serviceg)e Education funding cluster also includes Libsr@ffice of Public

Education Facilities Modernization, Non-Public Tait, Special Education Transportation, Public GdraB8chool Board, Teachers'
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Retirement System, DC Public Schools, and DC Ch&thools. Cluster-level funding for Fiscal Yeak[R2008 and 2009 is

outlined in the table below. More specific detaiprovided in Appendix F1.1.

Table F1.1 Education Funding as Percent of Total Bdget, FY 2008-09

FY08 FY09
Education Cluster $1,284,308,000 $1,401,649,000
Total Budget $5,767,841,000 $5,964,091,000
Education as Percent of Total 22.3% 23.5%

Taking into account only local funds for LEAs (DCPI8s public charter schools) and higher educatioatrend of increased

revenue continues:
Table F1.2 Elementary, Secondary and Higher Educatn Funding as Percent of Total Budget, FY 2008-09

FY08 FY09
Elementary and Secondary $801,808,655 $855,204,181
Higher Education $62,569,786 $62,070,000
Total Budget $5,767,841,000 $5,964,091,000
Elementary, Secondary and Higher
Education Funding as Percent of Total 15.0% 15.4%
Budget

Education is of the highest priority in DC, as eefed by this budget. DC is clearly committed tacadion reform as demonstrated
by increased school funding, even in difficult egonc times. In fact, city agencies within the Dithave recently been directed

D

by the mayor to absorb deeper budget cuts in anteff hold school as harmless as possible witlencontext of broader city-wid
budget reductions. With the help of federal stinsuflunds, DC’s education spending increased in #2069 and FY2010 budgets,
despite projected revenue declinestact, in FY2009 and FY2010 budgets, educatiensing was the only budget area with
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consistent or increased fundi

(F)(1)(i)) Making Education Funding a Priority: Equ itable Funding

Equitable DC education funding is achieved vialmgorm Per Student Funding Formula (UPSFF), asiread in DC Official
Code 8§ 38-2901 to 2912. The UPSFF is neutral arh&ifs, as it determines the annual operating fundamgeach LEA in DC
based on specific per-pupil amounts. Every stugenerates funding for its LEA in the same manndriarthe same amount,
whether the student chooses to attend DCPS onmtech&A. Funding under the UPSFF is a straighttmavprocess: each studer

—

receives a ‘foundation level’ of funding, estabéishoy law at $8,770 for FY2010 (and establishedialiynthrough legislation to
approve the overall budget). Although the foundatevel is the same for all students, DC’s compeeat higher level of per-pupi

funding reflects the District’s disproportionatdiigh level of high-poverty students. Additional mdual student weightings are

—h

applied based on grade level, special educatia,land limited/non-English proficiency, as apprag (a complete description @
the UPSFF weightings is provided in Appendix F1At)ditional Title | funds flow through OSSE to Dist LEAs serving children
living at the greatest poverty levels.

In a 2006Ed Weekanking of per pupil expenditures across the nafixC ranked 18in the nation, even after adjustments for
regional cost differences. DC invests significamlgducation and is working on improving its reseuefficiency and
collaborative strategies to support meaningfulmataUltimately, RTTT funds will serve as a stratemivestment in the
development of systems and processes that enatalen§udollars to be leveraged for results.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for hig-performing charter schools and other innovative scbols (40 points)
The extent to which—

(i) The State has a charter school law that doepnohibit or effectively inhibit increasing the mioer of high-performing charter
schools (as defined in this notice) in the Stateasared (as set forth in Appendix B) by the peagbf total schools in the State

14
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that are allowed to be charter schools or othervastict studerenrollment in charter schoo

(i) The State has laws, statutes, regulationguadelines regarding how charter school authoriapgrove, monitor, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schagtarticular, whether authorizers require thatient achievement (as defined
this notice) be one significant factor, among ather authorization or renewal; encourage chadeoals that serve student
populations that are similar to local district statipopulations, especially relative to high-needents (as defined in this notice);,
and have closed or not renewed ineffective chadkeools;

=

(i) The State’s charter schools receive (as aghfin Appendix B) equitable funding comparedraaitional public schools, and &
commensurate share of local, State, and Federhues;

(iv) The State provides charter schools with fugdor facilities (for leasing facilities, purchagifacilities, or making tenant
improvements), assistance with facilities acqusitiaccess to public facilities, the ability to ihan bonds and mill levies, or other
supports; and the extent to which the State doesnpmse any facility-related requirements on alasthools that are stricter than
those applied to traditional public schools; and

(v) The State enables LEAs to operate innovativegraomous public schools (as defined in this nptatker than charter schools

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(2)(i):
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, deguregulations, or other relevant legal documents

e The number of charter schools allowed under Sgateaihd the percentage this represents of thertotaber of schools in
the State.

e The number and types of charter schools curreqtéyating in the State.

Evidence for (F)(2)(ii):
e A description of the State’s approach to charteostaccountability and authorization, and a desicm of the State’s
applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or othieweat legal documents.
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e For each of the last five years:
o0 The number of charter school applications madéenState.
o The number of charter school applications approved.
o The number of charter school applications denietiraasons for the denials (academic, financial, dovoliment,
other).
o The number of charter schools closed (includingteinachools that were not reauthorized to operate)

Evidence for (F)(2)(iii):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegutations, or other relevant legal documents.

e A description of the State’s approach to chartbostfunding, the amount of funding passed thraagbharter schools per
student, and how those amounts compare with toaditipublic school per-student funding allocations.

Evidence for (F)(2)(iv):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegutations, or other relevant legal documents.
e A description of the statewide facilities suppgutsvided to charter schools, if any.

Evidence for (F)(2)(v):
e A description of how the State enables LEAs to afgemnovative, autonomous public schools (as ddfin this notice)
other than charter schools.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages

(F)(2)(i) Ensuring successful conditions for high-prforming charter schools and other innovative schals: Growth of

charters

Enacted by Congress for the District in 1995, tbleo®! Reform Act (codified at D.C. Official Code&3800 et seq.) has provided
the framework for innovate and effective charteticops. According to the Center for Educational Refs publicationRace to the
Top for Charter Schools: Which States Have whaakes to Wirf2009), the District of Columbia boasts the stesigharter laws
in the US, receiving an “A” for its laws governigbarter schools. DC’s vibrant network of chartdrosis reflects this favorable

environment. With 57 charter LEAs and 96 chartenmases serving 28,066 students in DC, 38.0% ofipsbhool children attend
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public charter schools and 42.5% of DC schoolshegters (both percentages are higher than any othan district except New
Orleans). Given the combined funding streams frdfii Rdollars that are available to LEAs via formglailocation and

competitive grant processes, DC charter schoolslagile to access $40.1MM, or 36%, of the totjuested grant award, setting
the stage for DC to serve as a model of cross+sedtaation reform.

DC'’s charter schools also reflect a diverse pddfof schools that serves various student grogpade levels based on each
charter’s guiding philosophy. An overview of DC da types by grade levels is below:

Table F2.1 Charter Schools by Type, School Year 28609

Charter School Type Number of Schools| Charter School Type| Number of Schools
Early Childhood 11 Middle School 8

Early Childhood/Elementary 11 Middle/High School 6

Early Childhood/Adult 1 High School 11
Elementary School 15 High School/Aduls 3
Elementary/Middle School 22 Adult 1
Elementary/Middle/High School 4 Total for 2008-09 93

DC Official Code § 38-1802.03 allows eligible cleximg authorities to approve up to twenty annuétipas to establish a public
charter school. As demonstrated in the chart beibiew,Congressionally-adopted cap is well aboveatehfor charter school

approvals and has not in any way stifled demardddchartering authorities to limit the number etipons approved (the numbe

=

of petitions has never exceeded 20). The high peage of DC students who attend charter schoolalsasdemonstrated that the
School Reform Act provision has had no negativeaichpn charter growth. Between 2004 and 2008, arage of five charter
schools were approved each year. Moreover, wittapoon expansion campuses, successful charterlsadaoeasily increase

capacity or replicate their models with approvahirthe charter authorizer without counting againstcap. The ratio of charter to
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DCPS campuses is 1.34, and DC also boasts 15 camtipus charter LEAs. Ultimately, there is no pradtiimit to growth of the
charter sector and no legal or practical limithe humber of students who can be served by chaatherols, highlighting an
unfettered opportunity for DC’s ongoing charter &xpion. The District’s strong support of chartdrosds as models of innovatio
and autonomy extends even further, as DCPS Chanéttlee is considering requesting chartering aughfmr DCPS. This move

would allow DCPS to engage more readily in schestarts and to use charters for turnaround efforts.

(F)(2)(i) Ensuring successful conditions for highperforming charter schools and other innovative schols: Charter law

The District’s mature charter law provisions explycoutline how charter authorizers approve, monand oversee, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and, as needed, revakeech [see D.C. Official Code §38-1802.01 -03 (apal), 838-1802.13 8§838-
1802.11 (oversight), 838-1802.12 (renewal), 8382188 & 13a (revocation)].

DC Code § 38-1802.06 establishes DC'’s public chadkools as open-enrollment institutions, opeallt®C resident children.
This statutory provision explicitly prohibits publcharter schools from limiting enrollment on tlasis of a student's race, color,
religion, national origin, language spoken, intetllal or athletic ability, measures of achievenwraptitude, or status as a stude)
with special needs (although public charter schowy limit enrollment to specific grade levels).cimses where student
applications exceed capacity, local statute regulat public charter schools use a random sefeptiocess or lottery to admit
students. DC’s public charter schools currentlys&8% African-American, 8% Latino(a), and 80% exmitally disadvantaged

students, which reflect higher concentrations afarty and economically disadvantaged than enroiisé DCPS schools. Since

its creation, OSSE has taken significant stepsito@age and ensure compliance with the IDEA (liddizls with Disabilities
Education Act) requirements among all LEAs. Pubharter schools, like DCPS, are required to progidentinuum of services

and serve all students regardless of special n€£ISE issued guidance on charter admissions pgadhds past year to

nt

D

specifically underscore an LEA’s obligation to atstudents regardless of a child’s special needsaéso to outline prohibited
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discriminatory practice

Charter school accountability in the District ofl@mbia is strong. Charter schools are subject tnahmonitoring by PCSB

(currently the District’s only charter authorizeay well as a comprehensive review process ewsgyars to ensure charter

compliance, as outlined in DC Official Code § 3282. Under §38-1802.13, a chartering authority ne@oke a charter if it is

determined that the school has: violated the chageeement, including violations related to thacadion of students with

disabilities; “failed to meet the goals and studsrdademic achievement expectations set forth iclibeter;” or presented a case pf

fiscal mismanagement. Although this process isadyeigorous, PCSB continues to pursue rigorouswadability with the

introduction of the Performance Management Framkwacommon framework that is used to evaluatetehachool performanc

against rigorous standards. The table below prewidive-year history of charter school applicasionithdrawals, approvals,

denials, and measures taken to close non-perforamager schools.

Table F2.2 DC Charter Authorization History, 2004-(8

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total
Total 19 19 17 13 10 N/A 78
Applications
Denials 9 13 14 7 8 0 51
(65%)
Approvals 10 6 3 6 2 0 27
(35%)
Replications 0 4 5 2 7 7 25
Approved
Charter 0 2 1 1 0 4
Revoked
Charter 1 0 3 1 2 1 8
Relinquished

4%
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Charter school accountability in the District isosig. Between 2004 and 2009, 27 new DC charters eyg@proved, 51 were denied,
and four were revoked. This approval rate is ceesiswvith historical trends, as PCSB has histoycabproved only 34% of all
applications, demonstrating a commitment to enguthiat only petitions for high-performing chartare approved in the first
place. Over the last five years, 12 charter scheel® closed. Of these closures, four charters vem@ked, and eight were
relinquished after an intensive monitoring and eavprocess. The Center for Education Reform’s 280€®untability Report cites
operational, management, academic performanceiauacfal challenges as reasons for most charteosciosures in DC and

concludes by lauding the PCSB as having “createdjtid standard in charter school accountability.”

(F)(2)(iii) Ensuring successful conditions for highperforming charter schools and other innovative deools: Funding

As outlined in F1(ii), above, DC's UPSFF ensurasaddunding for every public school student, re¢essl of the type of LEA in
which a student is enrolled. Both charter LEAs B@PS are funded according to the same student-t@sedla, where total funds
are based on October 5 enrollment counts subnfiftédE As and audited by an independent auditing Gommissioned by OSSE.
All District charter schools qualify as Local Edtioaal Agencies (LEAS) or otherwise eligible sulstpgents under federal education
statutes and therefore receive equitable accemajto federal education formula grant (with theepton of three charters that
exclusively serve 3- and 4-year old students whoadajualify for Title | funding but who insteadalify for local Pre-K innovation

grant funding).

(F)(2)(iv) Ensuring successful conditions for higlperforming charter schools and other innovative schols: Facilities

funding

In addition to UPSFF funding, public charter sciscalko receive a per-student facilities allowaesgablished by DC Official
Code § 38-2908. In FY 2010, this amount is $2,880pupil, which can be used for facilities leasipgtchase, financing,
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construction, maintenance, and repair. DC Offi€latle § 38-1804.01 further allows the Mayor anddigrict of Columbia
Council to “adjust the amount of the annual paymenb increase the amount of such payment fardipcharter school to take
into account leases or purchases of, or improvesrtenteal property, if the school...requests sucahdustment.”

The chart below illustrates Charter School Faesitper-pupil funding amounts for non residentiartér schools for 2001-2008.

ol Schools Facilities All (FY 2001 - FY 2008)

$3.1K

Facilities Allowance Per Student

Fy o1 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08

Figure F2.1 Charter School Facilities Allowance, E§01-08

Enhanced funding streams for public charter scfamlities have been made possible through the aeuccomponent of DC’s
annual federal payment from the federal governmehich supports several public charter school itéesl programs. These
include: (1) a $30 million Direct Loan Fund thabwides low-cost real estate backed loans of u@tmilion; (2) a $22 million
Credit Enhancement Fund that provides loan ane lgaarantees to facilitate financing and encoucagemercial bank lending;
(3) the City Build Incentive grant program, whicashinvested approximately $14 million in the forfgoants of up to $1 MM to

encourage the location of quality public chartdrosids in strategic neighborhoods; and (4) the ukdicilities Grant program,
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which has invested $6.5 million in former DCPS bimgs leased to public charter schools. In addit@8SE manages the Charter
School Incubator Initiative (CSII), an innovativelpic-private partnership supported through a $ioni Credit Enhancement
grant awarded by the US Department of Educatioe. G8Il provides “incubator space” for new publi@adkr schools in need of
space, which allows them to grow and stabilize teefaking on greater facility and financial respbilisies.

DC public charter schools also benefit from varipusgrams managed through the DC Office of the Beplayor for Planning
and Economic Development (DMPED). The largest andtrwidely used program is the District’'s IndudtR&@venue Bond
program, which enables non-profit organizationsluding public charter schools, to access low-dastexempt bond financing
for commercial real estate projects. In additioMRED has awarded Qualified Zone Academy Bonds, ieiSchool
Construction Bonds, and grants from the Neighbodhowestment Fund to public charter schools in suippf facilities projects.
The Office of Public Charter School Financing angh®rt within OSSE oversees these various finagtbns and provides
guidance to public charters navigating the system.

—

In efforts to make public school facility space maiccessible to charter schools, DC Official Co@8-8802.09 gives the “right o
first offer” for any current or former public schqmoperty to “an eligible applicant whose petitimnestablish a public charter
school has been conditionally approved.” This s&awealso states, “Any District of Columbia publicheol that was approved to
become a conversion public charter school ... $taal the right to exclusively occupy the facitihe school occupied as a
District of Columbia public school under a leased@eriod of not less than 25 years, renewabladditional 25-year periods as
long as the school maintains its charter at theaagpgd value of the property based on use of tbpgrty for school purposes.” DC
Official Code 8§ 38-1831.01 extends a similar righfirst offer to charter schools for leasing spaadthin underutilized DCPS
school facilities. Both the Mayor and DCPS Chamgathaintain a strong interest in providing an irteento high-achieving
charters by helping to address critical facilitme®ds. For example, the Mayor’s Office is explotimg possibility of linking
facilities leasing opportunities to student acadeparformance, as a means of providing incentimelsrawards to high-achieving
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schools. Together, these funding streams provilgraficant and accessible resource for public tgrachools to build or lease
and maintain quality school facilities.

(F)(2)(v) Ensuring successful conditions for high-@rforming charter schools and other innovative schals: Autonomous schools

School autonomy as a condition for reform and iratiow is key component of the District’s educatieform landscape, as
evidenced by the large proliferation of charterosdb. School autonomy is important to charter sss@nd growth, and DC seeks
to support such autonomy wherever possible (fomgie, through OSSE policies and LEA guidance omtii@mal restrictions on
how charters use funding).

School autonomy is also relevant for DCPS effakisthe District’s only traditional geographic LERCPS has benefitted from a
mayoral priority to support district-wide schoohavation, including school autonomy. Chancellor ®&beeated DCPS’ Office of
School Innovation (OSI) to increase the level ekdsity and innovation in DCPS’ school portfolichi3 office, led by Josh
Edelman (former Chicago Public Schools school pbatioffice manager who helped launch that cityisyaround strategy),
pursues a relentless focus on innovative and @feeathole school reform initiatives and models tbantribute directly to
improving student academic achievement. For exanapileird grade student from one of DC’s high-poyweeighborhoods who
loves math should have the opportunity to atteBd' BM elementary school near her home. DC’s rapivesmtion of its school
system is focused on ensuring that all childreespective of test scores or where they live, la@eess to innovative schools tha

—+

meet their unique needs.

OSl is currently focused on the development andampntation of nine different innovative school ratsjl three of which are
autonomous school models: Autonomous Schools, Di@lwative for Change (DC3), and Partnership Stshadurrently, 17
DCPS schools operate under one of these threecantars projects, described below:

e Autonomous Schools (four schoolsyesigned to provide schools that have demonstetademic success with the
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structural space to innovate as a means of fumbesasing student academic achievement. Schaatigth granted
autonomy receive enhanced flexibility in five careas: budget, instructional program, professidaaélopment, schedul
(within parameters), and textbooks. Eligibility fautonomous status requires that 75% of a schstitent body be
proficient in math and reading bave averaged more than 10% growth in both reamimgmath over the previous three
years. In order to qualify, a school must also detepa letter of intent and receive a score oéastl three in each area of
Quality School Review (QSR), and a score of fouiLisadership” or “Teaching and Learning.”

DC Collaborative for Change (DC3) (10 schoolsPC3 brings together principals from ten elementayools with a
diverse set of challenges for the purpose of argaticitywide cluster of likeminded elementary sslhoDC3 relies on a
shared culture of achievement and shared resotar¢e¥ improve teaching practice, (b) improve lgalg capacity acros
schools, and (c) increase teacher retention wétuttimate goals of enhancing equity among DCP®alshand improving
student achievement. DC3 schools are granted nmbo@@my in the areas of budget, instructional paogrprofessional
development, scheduling, and textbooks. This mbdglacted as a foundation for the Professional Ganti@s of
Effectiveness (PLaCEs) described in Section D5.

Partnership Schools (three schoolsPartnership schools are designed to improve schdtire and student achieveme
at chronically low-achieving high schools througlationships with turnaround organizations thateharactical — and
successful — experience in turning around highalsh&urrently, Friendship Public Charter Schowsich serves over
4,000 students in DC and Maryland public and puttharter schools, is managing turnaround effor&snacostia High
School. Friends of Bedford, the organization belivis Bedford Academy High School (ranked in 20@%ae of New
York State’s best high schools), is playing the saate in DC’s Coolidge High School and Dunbar Highool. These
partnerships exemplify the promising potentialiforovative collaboration between DC’s charter sedPS, and
external partners and underscore the ability oftehand DCPS partners to work together turn ardd@ lowest-
achieving schools. Ultimately, such tangible exaamf collaboration are a common priority in DCdaieational reform

a
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efforts and represent a commitment to removingiér@to change. Together, these elements poshii®District uniquely
among states with regard to opportunities for irive cross-sector collaboration.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform condtions (5 points)

The extent to which the State, in addition to infation provided under other State Reform ConditiGrigeria, has created,
through law, regulation, or policy, other conditgsoflavorable to education reform or innovation thete increased student
achievement or graduation rates, narrowed achievegaps, or resulted in other important outcomes.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(3):
e A description of the State’s other applicable kdya@ation laws, statutes, regulations, or relevegilldocuments.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

(F)(3): Demonstrating other significant reform condtions

Universal Pre-Kindergarten

DC’s education reform efforts span all ages andegsand include strong early-education opportunitat are designed to align
with and prepare students for success in kindezgahd elementary school. DC recognizes that trst suecessful students begin
with a solid foundation built in early-education.

In 2008, the DC Council passed the “Pre-K Enhancered Expansion Act” (DC Official Code § 38-273,0d&hich embodies the

strong commitment of DC to school readiness. Thesae multi-pronged initiative that will createghi-quality and universally
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available Pre-Kindergarten (PK) education servind3C, through a mixed delivery system that incei@CPS, public charter
schools, community-based organizations, and Heard I3f 2014. State-led initiatives include: theabishment of high-quality
standards and quality assessments; a capacity aymtibpgram evaluation that utilizes nationallyogeized assessment tools to
gauge program quality (including program structliaeguage and literacy environment, quality ofnnstional support, classroom
climate, and classroom management); and admindtraf locally-funded program assistance funds iandntive grants designed
to help PK programs meet high-quality standards.

LEA-level strategies for Pre-K are detaileddompetition Priority #3: Innovations for Improviriarly Learning Outcomesyhich
outlines robust support for creating a pipelinsafool-ready children within the early childhoodtse.

Special Education Interventions

True education transformation and reform in DC catake place without addressing deep and longdstgrchallenges within
DC'’s special education system. As a result of Di@ilsire to appropriately serve students with spaw&ds, many families seek
alternative placements — often in private factitiefor their children. This presents a significemst burden for the District and
indicates a basic inability to meet student neblds$.only is it a moral imperative to provide highality special education service
within DC, it is also an economic imperative. D@sent efforts are designed explicitly to curthé financial and political drain
on city resources caused by too many students adnare the services of out-of-district special eion schools. This move will
not only serve students more effectively, it wil@free-up energy and resources for other refdfante that can be allocated
toward sustaining initiatives begun under RTTT.

Since 2007, OSSE and DCPS have taken serioustst@gpstly address the challenges with the spesdaication system. At DCPS
efforts are underway to improve the overall quadtyrograms and services for students with spegatls. Part of this strategy h
involved the development of Schoolwide Applicatindel (SAM) schools and Full Service Schools (F&)elp reduce DCPS’
high number of private outplacements.

(%)

as
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e Schoolwide Application Model (SAM) (15 elementary chools and one early childhood centera general education
approach to student supports that directs all ablalschool and community-based resources to insproademic and
social outcomes for all students. SAM is a respaoosetervention (Rtl) model, meaning that indivadstudent
achievement and behavior data is used to idergdyired student supports for progression accorairggade level
expectations. Frequent and ongoing assessmentddtelpnine the instructional approaches best stotatkeet each
student’s individual needs.

e Full Service Schools (FSS) (11 middle schools):school model that brings together best practicesstructional design,
behavior management, and mental health suppontifiatle schools in school restructuring status. BS8 uses Rtl logic
to identify and create systems to address schaid-weeds in the areas of academic achievementwaatehs behavior.
FSS provides targeted supports and services f@6df the most high-need students and offers intertoordination and
case management support for the most high-need afS¥dents.

Providing stronger special education services énDiIstrict also involves a robust and innovativenan capital strategy, including
a commitment to increase the pipeline of effecteachers and principals who serve special educstiuatents.

At the state level, OSSE’s Office of Special Edigrahas focused on establishing the regulatorypaiidy framework needed to
bring the District into compliance with federal land encourage best practices such as Rtl. Thisdesno small feat and is
evidenced by the significant volume of new regoladi policies and guidance available on OSSE'’s iee@nd provided to the
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative $=#8). These new efforts are aimed at ensuringctiilitren are served in the
Least Restrictive Environment, that all LEAs pravia continuum of services, and that IEP meetinggarperly conducted and
that services are provided in a timely and highligumanner. OSSE is also fostering reform in @xisa by ensuring better data gnd
reporting at the LEA level as part of the statgde@al Education Data System and federal annuaspeadial conditions reporting
to the U.S. Department of Education.
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Finally, OSSE's state-level efforts also include tbhcent establishment of a Placement Oversight Which provides consultatior
to IEP teams on Individual Education Plan developtmgelacement, data tracking, and intervention sugplemental services. This
innovative model has already resulted in the dieersf a significant number of non-public placensnthich has positive
implications for DC schools’ ability to serve mdd€ students through quality (and more cost effegtspecial education
solutions. OSSE also provides technical assistdaraiaing and support to LEAs for building knowledgapacity and professiona
development to ensure that schools are able to timeeieeds of all students, regardless of an LEE®.

College Graduation Initiative

In 2007, a group of DC stakeholders partnered thighBill and Melinda Gates Foundation to createDbeble the Numbers
(DTN) Coalition, a group whose sole purpose ismtwease the number of DC students who graduatedadiege. Since then, the
number of partners and coalition members has gtowi®. DTN partners include Mayor Fenty, the DC @l the DC Board of
Education, DCPS, the Washington Teachers’ UniorEB,SSE, the Consortium of Universities of the agton Metropolitan
Area, the DC Children and Youth Investment Trustgoeation, the DC College Access Program, the D@eGe Success
Foundation, the DC Education Compact, the DC Pulifiarter School Association, and the Bill and MigdirGates Foundation.

Beginning with the students who entered ninth giadgeptember of 2006 and who are high school semoSchool Year 2009-
10, the DTN Coalition seeks to double the numbé)thojraders who (a) finish high school within five g&ab) enroll in college,
and (c) graduate from college in a timely fashinen DTN was formed, only 9% of DC’s students didless than half the

national average. DTN has a three-year operatjglaalthat details five priorities in meeting thisad

e Increase college-ready high school graduates through DCPS’ secondary school transformatiortessg college awareness
month, and stronger partnerships among coalitistnpes and members. DCPS’ transcript audits anebliselividual
graduation plans and OSSE’s Early College High 8tRoograms contribute to these efforts.
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e I mprove postsecondary transitions by increasing need-based financial aid, providioigolarships, and connecting colleg
access providers with schools. The creation of keG® Access Providers Roundtable and publicatiansurvey of
college access providers have facilitated coordahatipport systems. DTN, as well as its partnedscaalition members,

have provided numerous scholarships for DC students

e Increase college graduation rates through a strong relationship with the Universifythe District of Columbia (UDC) and
Trinity University. Eighty percent of DC’s high sobl graduates enroll at UDC, generating signifiagoportunity for the
DCPS / UDC partnership to reach a large numbetugfesits. To date, UDC’s student retention stratexgyincreased
retention by 22% over three years (from 37% in 22085 to 59% in 2007-2008).

e Usedata toinform policy and practice by using the Statewide Longitudinal Education D&BED) system to gather real
time data to inform policy and practice. DTN als®sithe DC College Access Program data to trackuimder of DC

students who stay in college.

e Create an environment for reform through efforts such as the creation of a webstaghed to provide middle and high
school students with information on college. DTBoasupports a college-going culture through an alneitywide College
Awareness Month and the Consortium Ambassadorgg@mgvhere college students speak with high scétoalents
about the college experience and how best to pedparcollege.

Additionally, the P-20 Consortium outlined in SectiB3 will partner with Double the Numbers in itisegt to align high school
exit requirements with college entrance requiresand to establish a P-12 college-going cultuf@@n From preschool to
college, DC is positioned to meet the needs atsafitudents. The conditions for reform across D&paimed and ready for the

innovation that RTTT can offer.
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VIl. COMPETITION PRIORITIES

Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

To meet this priority, the State’s application mesimprehensively and coherently address aljf
the four education reform areas specified in thdRARxs well as the State Success Factors
Criteria in order to demonstrate that the Stateienparticipating LEAS are taking a systemic
approach to education reform. The State must detmadesn its application sufficient LEA

of

participation and commitment to successfully impdatrand achieve the goals in its plans; angd it

must describe how the State, in collaboration v#lparticipating LEAs, will use Race to the
Top and other funds to increase student achieverdeatease the achievement gaps across

student subgroups, and increase the rates at whidents graduate from high school prepargd

for college and careers.

The absolute priority cuts across the entire aggilan and should not be addressed separatg
It is assessed, after the proposal has been falhewed and evaluated, to ensure that the
application has met the priority.

Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority -- Emphasis on Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM).(15 points, all or nothing)

To meet this priority, the State’s application moave a high-quality plan to address the need
(i) offer a rigorous course of study in mathematibe sciences, technology, and engineering;

to

(ii)

cooperate with industry experts, museums, univessitesearch centers, or other STEM-capaple

community partners to prepare and assist teacheénsegrating STEM content across grades &
disciplines, in promoting effective and relevargtmuction, and in offering applied learning
opportunities for students; and (iii) prepare mstrelents for advanced study and careers in th
sciences, technology, engineering, and mathematidading by addressing the needs of

nd

e

underrepresented groups and of women and girlseiateas of science, technology, engineering,

and mathematics.

The competitive preference priority will be evakain the context of the State’s entire
application. Therefore, a State that is respondmhis priority should address it throughout th

application, as appropriate, and provide a summaints approach to addressing the priority if

the text box below. The reviewers will assess tiwgity as part of their review of a State’s
application and determine whether it has been met.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Qyee pa

e

In 2004, DCPS re-opened McKinley Tech Senior Highd®l — a previously low-achieving hig

school — as the district’s first ever STEM high@ch McKinley represents a success both as @

STEM program and a turnaround model. Closed yemtieeas a result of underperformance,

—
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McKinley reopened in a fully modernized facilitytivia completely new STEM academic
program. High enrollment in — and demand for — Md&y’'s STEM program, together with
measurable academic growth among its studentsnthiasnced DC'’s plans to increase its
emphasis on STEM as an important part of reforioreff Specifically, the district’s efforts
include planning support for the opening of six T8WEM schools, increased STEM emphasis
across a number of comprehensive DCPS schoolsféorts to improve teacher pipelines,

professional development and rigorous standardsfgp STEM.

STEM Catalyst Schools

On July 28 2009, Mayor Fenty and Chancellor Rhereathl3 DC Public Schools selected for
transformation into theme-based Catalyst Schoolewing a competitive application process.
Of these 13 winning schools, six submitted promotabe STEM schools and are spending
School Year 2009-10 creating school design plamnsure a clearly defined school model for
successful STEM delivery. All 13 Catalyst Schools @omprehensive models (i.e., open to al
students) and do not require a special admissimtweps, thus providing STEM accesslio
students — including more females (who may be uergessented via application-only STEM
programs and are underrepresented in STEM professiogeneral). In DCPS, STEM is not jus
a ‘specialized’ program — it is a comprehensiverapph to an integrated education model and

part of DC’s broader portfolio of school options.
The overall vision for the DC Catalyst Project unés transforming whole schools through:

1. Engaging StudentsCatalyst STEM schools design classrooms, lessomkschool culture to
promote STEM issues and skills. Student learningTiEM classrooms occurs through active
discovery, across all levels and subjects. STEMaIshpromote collaborative student and
teacher engagement, as students and teachersogetkér as fellow-adventurers who pursue
explorative approach to learning. Curricular apphes take special care to engage female
students in STEM subjects, and STEM schools conmtletretired scientists and engineers to
provide hands-on activities and exposure to caypportunities (through a local organization
called ReSET, or Retired Scientists, EngineersTaahnicians).

—

an

Elementary STEM schools do not require studentat@ any advanced background, skill, or
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specific interest in STEM. Instead, an integratediculum simply provides basic exposure to
STEM fields as a theme for engagement across @l subjects. Topics of science and math,
basic exposure to elements of design, and intrazlutd technology as a tool of learning are

incorporated across a school’'s entire curriculum.

At a secondary level, active, project-focused ctamsis are ideal for STEM integration, but arg
also complemented by the introduction of more dmescientific content. By sixth grade, every
student will spend a significant amount of timaiscience lab, and a combination of hands-o
lessons, rich exposure to technology, and an ist@pdinary approach to the curriculum will he
prepare DCPS students for further education andadrange of STEM careers.

2. Developing EducatorsProfessional development for teachers, teachealmmiation,
leadership training, and co-planning across graddddisciplines are core elements in the des
of DC Catalyst schools. Partnerships with localetg such as the Carnegie Institute of
Washington and National Institute of Health provedenmer professional development

opportunities and year-long coaching, while conin@stto other DC Catalyst schools provide

frequent opportunities for cross-school collabamtcross the city. The National Air and Spa¢

Museum is currently working with STEM school prextkergarten teachers to encourage scier
in the early childhood setting.

3. Enhancing Communities Adopting a DC Catalyst theme allows a school tddoai
community around its distinct core focus. For exBmMBTEM Catalyst schools are currently
engaged in discussions with the Smithsonian Irigiiis education division to help develop
partnerships with museums. Other STEM Catalyst @shwill be involved in the District
Department of the Environment Watershed Progranievaldditional opportunities for unique
after school activities include the FIRST Lego Leadrobotics Club, school-wide projects, an
parent/community events such as a statewide STEMlse.

STEM Catalyst schools are expected to spur anasecefocus on STEM throughout the State.

The unique programs, pilots, and engaging lessonsits that these schools build will be scal
to enhance STEM education in schools across theidid~urthermore, STEM is a viable scho
improvement tool: of the six schools that fully iimment the STEM Catalyst theme in Fall 201

Ip

agn

ce

L

D
o

0,

one is in Year 1 of improvement status, one is@ay2 of improvement status, and three are
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corrective action. In all cases, STEM is viewedrasti-prong strategy to address student nee
while simultaneously using STEM as a turnarounéiev

Comprehensive STEM Schools

DC’s commitment to STEM spans even further thanGatalyst program, as an increasing
number of schools adopt STEM strategies. DCPS’ Wondenior High School is being
completely rebuilt — both the facility and academiogram — to become a comprehensive ST
high school. The STEM recasting is part of Woodsanirrent restructuring improvement effor,
as the school falls into the State’s bottom 10%esEistently low-achieving schools (only 24%
Woodson students are proficient in reading, 25%pavécient in mathematics). In this
turnaround school, architectural design and plananme aligned with the programmatic design
and development of a STEM curriculum (includingedissions to build a jet wind turbine at the
school).

In addition to the above STEM schools, a numbarhatter and DCPS schools compete in the
National Society for Black Engineers (NSBE) comipents, the FIRST robotics competitions,
and the statewide science fair. Schools that preraddve of STEM-related learning include, b

are not limited to: Phelps (focus on constructanchitecture and engineering), McKinley Tech

Washington, Math and Science Charter School, amehéship Public Charter School. Friendshi

boasts a science academy at Collegiate and TephcRagter schools, which include Smart-La
and robotics programs at every campus.

STEM Teacher Pipeline and Professional Development

As detailed in Section D4, OSSE will give priorggnsideration in the competitive grant proce

to LEA-sponsored teacher pipeline proposals thdineuexplicit plans to attract, train, and retain

STEM teachers with a high likelihood of effectiveseAdditionally, alternative preparation

programs beyond LEA-sponsored initiatives will Ime@uraged to continue preparing teacherg i

the STEM areas. A strong presence of alternativigfication programs, including The New
Teacher Project and Teach For America, is a magoefit to STEM education in DC. These
programs help prepare individuals with college m&jo STEM subjects or who are “career
switchers” from STEM professional fields to becooteessroom teachers without needing to g¢

through an IHE. Section D1 outlines DC’s commitmi@ntise alternative preparation programs

IS
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for STEM area teachers and othdstails in Section D5 also outline how a Profession
Learning Community for Effectiveness (PLaCEs) Wwél established around the STEM theme| to
ensure cross-school collaboration in striving f6E® effectiveness. Schools with exemplary
STEM programs will anchor professional learning awmities and provide support and

development to teachers in the collaborative toeiase effectiveness of all teachers in the coljort.

Rigorous STEM Standards

The State Advisory Math Panel described in SedBibrhas already identified curricular changg¢s
needed within DC to meet the College- and CareadiRess Common Core Standards in the
area of mathematics. The release of grade-levelrf@mtCore Standards will promote curricular
alignment work described in Section B3, which wdhcentrate on higher-level math. The
statewide math curriculum will shift from a focus algorithmic fluency to conceptual
understandingAlso, as OSSE works with LEAs to consider waysxpaad the student growth
measure to non-tested grades and subject aredsd@ibed in Section D2), it will consider the|
use of the Programme for International Student #ssent (PISA) and Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) internatitwealchmarking assessments. These
assessments will undoubtedly help focus staff enrtiportance of STEM to student success.
Finally, the P-20 Consortium described in Secti@ifends to bring colleges, universities,
DCPS, and the charter sector together to work ign@lent of curriculum and high school exit
requirements. Care will be taken to extend inwtagito join the consortium to university and
community partners who currently collaborate witrE®8 Catalyst schools. Moreover, P-20
Consortium discussions around establishing a celggng culture will involve strategies for
enhancing girls’ interest in STEM-related careers.

Priority 3: Invitational Priority - Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes (not
scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in appiara that include practices, strategies, or
programs to improve educational outcomes for higédnstudents who are young children
(prekindergarten through third grade) by enhantdmegquality of preschool programs. Of
particular interest are proposals that supporttipesthat (i) improve school readiness (including
social, emotional, and cognitive); and (ii) impra¥e transition between preschool and
kindergarten.
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The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

The statewide approach to early childhood educasialetailed in Section F3. As the largest
provider of pre-school and pre-kindergarten sesvioghe city, DCPS has also prioritized early
childhood education (ECE) as a key component diriiader school reform work. The early
education strategy is three-fold:

e (1) Expand access to preschool (PS) services ¢etygar old children, and access to {
kindergarten (PK) programs to four-year olds

e (2) Improve quality of PS/PK programs, with a partar emphasis on ensuring the
provision of comprehensive services to childrehigh-need schools

e (3) Leverage partnerships with community-based rpgdions to increase access and
improve early education quality throughout the,agluding for children ages birth to
three

In School Year 2009-10, more than 4,900 three-fandyear old children attended programs i
85 DCPS elementary schools. In fact, every elemgstzhool in DCPS offers ECE services. A
recent capacity study of PS/PK services foundcluete to 2,000 children in DC were

re-

>

underserved by existing ECE programs. In respanss, the last 2 years DCPS has opened new

ECE classrooms as a means to reach more undersgm@dr@n. DCPS has increased its outreach

and recruitment activities to ensure that famitiess well informed about PS/PK enrollment

opportunities and the benefits of a high-qualitgiyeaducation experience. For the current schpol

year, the expansion of classrooms and robust alitraetivities were highly successful. DCPS
grew its enroliment in PS/PK classrooms by 15%.tRercoming school year, DCPS will
continue its expansion efforts by adding an ada&id.5 classrooms.

In addition to increasing the numbers of three- fand-year old children who benefit from a

PS/PK experience prior to kindergarten, DCPS hgsib&vork to redesign its ECE program

model in order to enhance programmatic qualitys il be accomplished by blending existing

ECE funding sources to form a coherent supportdonprehensive programming for all DCPS|

young children and their families. DCPS currentipgds PS/PK services via two funding sources:
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40% of PS/PK services are funded by federal Head fsinds, with the other 60% supported by

UJ

local dollars. These monies now fund two distiratyechildhood classroom types within DCP
schools (Head Start and non-Head Start PS/PK) wiregrammatic services differ widely.
Under the blending model, DCPS will invest $2 feery federal Head Start dollar in exchange
for the flexibility to distribute equitably its fedal Head Start funds across all Title | elementary
schools (73 out of 85), regardless of whether thescooms are currently categorized as Head
Start or not. The first phase of blending will be@ School Year 2010-11.

There are several advantages to the blending mb@#S will have the flexibility to allocate
Head Start resources and expand comprehensivegonogng in a manner that is similar to the
way in which Title | funds are utilized to suppsdhool-wide approaches. This new flexibility
will allow all DCPS three- and four-year olds irtl€il schools to benefit from comprehensive
services, such as family support services and dpuwantal and medical screenings. A recent
analysis conducted by the DCPS Office of Early @iolod Education found that nearly two-
thirds of children enrolled in PS/PK classroomsiaceme-eligible for Head Start. This
represents an additional 1,500 children beyond. {82 who are currently receiving services
funded by DCPS Head Start grants.

In addition, this change will help DCPS build agdenearly childhood program by eliminating the
distinction between Head Start and Pre-K speciisssooms. Under the blending model, all
PS/PK classrooms will serve mixed income childi28PS will therefore have uniform
expectations for program services that meet Head &quirements and quality standards that
will be common across all PS/PK classrooms. Finalyidren, families, and schools will benefit
from the blending model in very concrete ways. fdadlocation of federal and local dollars wil
allow DCPS to: hire a cohort of 15 early childhaostructional coaches; enhance professionall
development for ECE instructional staff; improvevéses to young children with disabilities by
supporting schools in implementing full inclusio8/PK classrooms; and hire a cohort of 15
family engagement specialists. DCPS firmly beliethed blending will position the District to
leverage its strengths in the area of early chibldhsuch as a highly qualified ECE teacher
workforce and robust PS/PK access, in a manneetisires that the most vulnerable student

\"2J

benefit from a high-quality early education expece.
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DCPS continues in its efforts to leverage partripsstvith the broader ECE community to meet

the needs of families with young children in thestiict in several ways. To begin, DCPS is

engaged in conversations with several partnera gffart to bring the highly-regarded Educare

program to the District. Educare is a well-regardational model for childcare with a track
record of success in producing early learning aug®for children from birth through age five.
DCPS is looking at the potential for making avagatie land adjacent to a DCPS elementary
school in a high-need community for the construcbbthe Educare facility. As well, DCPS
plans to support the operation of Educare andltperaent of services with the elementary
school in order to ensure that families served tydare benefit from a seamless program.
Finally, DCPS is exploring partnerships with comntyibased Early Head Start providers

regarding the opening of Early Head Start centeesach of its high schools. Pregnancy and early

parenting contribute to the alarming high schoolpdwut rates among DC'’s student population
These centers will support students in completigly Bchool and meeting parental
responsibilities, while ensuring access to childaand early education options that support
development and school readiness. Plans are ungéovepen Early Head Start centers in thre
high schools for School Year 2010-11.

Across the District, the State is emphasizing ttaasion of quality early childhood options in
public schools. Among charter schools, severayednldhood charters already exist, providing
not only additional seats, but quality PS/PK proggan a specialized setting. One such provid
Appletree, has signed an RTTT MOU despite not belmggble for Title | funding. Appletree is

strongly committed to the principles in each of RETT assurance areas and will bring an

important perspective to the communities of pgrating LEAs. The autonomy of charter LEAS

allow for the development of best practices inyeahildhood education, such as the developm
and use of specialized assessments and variethgtafbdels to meet individualized student
needs. In some cases, early childhood charter lscho®co-located within elementary and
secondary charter and DCPS schools, allowing faloration among LEAs ande factofeeder
patterns as students matriculate from one schabktother. Such partnerships and collaborat
models are encouraged and supported through dgleefsiding sources and thoughtful planni
for use of excess school facility space. Ultimat&l¢ is strongly committed to ensuring that
education reform efforts are comprehensive of tis¢ridt's youngest students.

e
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Priority 4: Invitational Priority — Expansion and A daptation of Statewide Longitudinal
Data Systemgnot scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in appiaes in which the State plans to expand
statewide longitudinal data systems to includentegrate data from special education programs,
English language learner programs, early childhmograms, at-risk and dropout prevention
programs, and school climate and culture prograssyell as information on student mobility,
human resources €., information on teachers, principals, and othaffstschool finance, student
health, postsecondary education, and other relaraas, with the purpose of connecting and
coordinating all parts of the system to allow intpat questions related to policy, practice, or
overall effectiveness to be asked, answered, aiatporated into effective continuous
improvement practices.

The Secretary is also particularly interested ipliaptions in which States propose working
together to adapt one State’s statewide longitudiata system so that it may be used, in whole
or in part, by one or more other States, rather tiaving each State build or continue building
such systems independently.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

As plans to build and launch DC’s SLED program pesg, OSSE plans to expand the scope pf
both Special Education and English Language Legragram integration with the Statewide
Longitudinal Education Data system. While the alitmplementation of SLED includes primarny
indicators for both programs, future integratiomhithe source systems that manage these data
will allow the SLED to collect, analyze and reportthis expanded information. Additionally,
OSSE's collection of enroliment information is paftSLED’s initial implementation. The

enrollment information collected will eventuallypand to include data from pre-registration,
school choice, and charter school applicationsyder to propel the District’s collection of data
regarding student enroliment choices to more stipated levels.

Under OSSE’s 2009 ARRA grant funds proposal, thESIprogram identified the need to
develop an integrated early childcare managemestesy This system will modernize childcar

(1%}

provider licensure and child case management sgsteatk early childcare center attendance,

and communicate with the State’s financial syst®mce developed, data within this system wil
be integrated into SLED, providing OSSE with théitgfto: (1) establish USIs for children prioy
to Pre-K/Kindergarten entry, (2) analyze the londihal effectiveness of early childcare
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programs and centers, and (3) identify additionglpert for children based on other informatio
collected in SLED.

Additionally, SLED uses the NCES Data Dictionarytlas foundation for all collected data
elements, including behavioral and discipline dataddition to OSSE plans to integrate
information from source systems and SISs, SLED plaps to include data from human
resources, school finance, student health, postdacp education, and other relevant sources
included in the NCES data dictionary.

Finally, because it utilizes the NCES data dictign&LED is structured in such a way that will
enable OSSE to share data with other states arfddbeal government in a universal method i

the future.
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Priority 5: Invitational Priority -- P-20 Coordinat ion, Vertical and Horizontal Alignment
(not scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in appiares in which the State plans to address how
early childhood programs, K-12 schools, postsecgniiatitutions, workforce development
organizations, and other State agencies and corymariners €.g, child welfare, juvenile
justice, and criminal justice agencies) will cooate to improve all parts of the education syst
and create a more seamless preschool-through-deasicizool (P-20) route for students. Vertic
alignment across P-20 is particularly critical atle point where a transition occuesq, between

early childhood and K-12, or between K-12 and pasiadary/careers) to ensure that students

exiting one level are prepared for success, witheotediation, in the next. Horizontal alignme
that is, coordination of services across schoaieSagencies, and community partners, is als
important in ensuring that high-need students éised in this notice) have access to the bro:
array of opportunities and services they need hatdre beyond the capacity of a school itsel
provide.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

em
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Deputy Mayor for Education

As part of his 2007 education reform agenda, Ma&drian Fenty created the Office of the
Deputy Mayor for Education (DME) to plan, coordimaand supervise all public education anc
education-related activities under its jurisdictiomluding the development and support of

programs to improve the delivery of educationaveess and opportunities from early childhoo
through post-secondary education. The DME is ablaarshal and align District resources for
coordinated support of student success over time.(DME) also plays an important role in

cross-agency collaboration, as it operates thedgency Collaboration and Services Integratig

[N

n

Commission (ICSIC), which coordinates servicesaf-education agencies (e.g., health, mental

health, and human services) to address the neatdsldden outside the classroom. Through
ICSIC, the DME uses dedicated innovation dollaogrfithe local budget to implement, evaluat
and scale evidence-based programs that focus awng student outcomes.

P-20 Consortium

As described in Section B3, DC plans to launch20Ronsortium with representatives from
LEAs and universities who will be charged with exaimg issues of high school exit and colleg
entrance, with the ultimate goal of crafting at&gy for the creation of a P-12 college-going

je
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culture across DC. High schools within participgtirtE As will work to align exit criteria with
college requirements, and all RTTT participatingAisEwill have the opportunity to contribute t
the P-20 Consortium. DC is pleased to have theatipih several leading universities as part g
its RTTT application (see Appendix A2.5), which Maé instrumental in ensuring that this effo
produces a meaningful result for DC students.

Early Childhood to School Transition

As detailed in both Section F3 and InvitationablAty 3, the statewide focus on early childhood

programming is a key element in P-20 coordinatinmparticular, as detailed in Priority 3
(above), the focus on expansion of school-basdy elaitdhood programs will help all students
develop a foundation for long-term education sugscasd help ensure smooth transitions to

kindergarten programs, often in the same schootevtiey attend preschool or prekindergarten.

Alternative Education
An important element of P-20 coordination is ensgyithat off-track students are able to pursu

P
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meaningful and accelerated credit recovery in otdgraduate from high school. DC has variqus

alternative education programs that are designeéd-emgage off-track youth via meaningful and

relevant school options. DCPS’ Alternative Eduaagiwograms, which are run in conjunction
with the DCPS Office of Youth Engagement, aim teugr an opportunity for every student to

learn in a clean, safe, interactive, and educallipsaund environment. Altogether, DCPS

operates eight alternative education programs enoaods that serve targeted student populations.

For example, the Youth Engagement Academy (opetatd®lg Picture Learning) is a new
DCPS high school that opened in 2008 to providal@mnative education setting for off-track
high school students. DCPS Twilight programs, getowvard off-track students who are
returning to DCPS after an extended period of awirtg attended school, allow students to
attend school during the day and then participatiafterschool/evening program in order to
accelerate credit accumulation while receiving peademic and youth development support
In addition to DCPS’ alternative options, a numbkcharter LEAs also support alternative
student populations. Maya Angelou Public Chartdra®toperates one such program to creat
learning community for students who have not beeh served by traditional school
environments, in which it combines academic, emplent, and social skill development. Mayz
Angelou and the DCPS Office of Youth Engagementcareently designing a partnership that
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will use the Maya Angelou school as a professidleaklopment center to support DCPS teac

who teach in alternative education classroomsnded to help facilitate smoother transitions for

students who transfer between Maya Angelou and Di@itsschools.

In addition to off-track students, the District@blumbia has a sizeable population of youth in
transition from adjudication and other settingse Thstrict is committed to offering
differentiated school models to address the unispesls of such students. Maya Angelou Pub
Charter School/See Forever Foundation operatdgdlya Angelou Academy at New Beginnin
(formally Oak Hill) Youth Center, the District’s sere facility for youth who have been
adjudicated delinquent and committed to the Depamtrof Youth Rehabilitation Services
(DYRS). A leading national expert on education wtjuvenile facilities recently commented
that the school was one of the best (if ti@tbest) schools in a youth correctional facilitythe
country.

High School to College Transition

The District of Columbia is deeply committed notyoto increasing graduation rates, but also
ensuring that DC graduates go on to — and succeedollege. DCPS conducts transcript aud
and uses individual graduation plans to ensuredtinatents are on-track to graduation. These
district efforts are supported by the Double theridars Coalition (DTN) described in Section
F3, which seeks to facilitate the transition ofrhgrhool students to college and increase the

number of college-ready high school graduates in Pg3t-secondary transitions to college ar¢

made possible through increases to need-basectimand, the provision of scholarships, and
the facilitation of college access connections wwidthools (provided through DTN partners).
DTN’s Consortium Ambassadors program enables cuo@lege students to speak with high

school students about the college experience apd ndorm high school-to-college transitions.
DTN has fostered a strong relationship with thevdrsity of the District of Columbia and Trinity

University in efforts to facilitate smooth collegansitions for DC’s high school students. As
noted earlier, UDC'’s student retention strategyhelped increased student retention from 37
in 2004-2005 to 59% in 2007-2008.

Another important P-20 innovation is OSSE’s Earbll€ge High School Programs, which exis
in two DC high schools and provide early accessottege material for students. Under these
programs, students have the opportunity to earksanciate’s degree or up to two years of

ners
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Priority 6: Invitational Priority -- School-Level C onditions for Reform, Innovation, and
Learning (not scored)
The Secretary is particularly interested in appias in which the State’s participating LEAS (
defined in this notice) seek to create the cona#tifor reform and innovation as well as the
conditions for learning by providing schools witbxibility and autonomy in such areas as—

(i) Selecting staff;

(i) Implementing new structures and formats foe school day or year that result in
increased learning time (as defined in this notice)

(i) Controlling the school's budget;

(iv) Awarding credit to students based on stugbemformance instead of instructional
time;

(v) Providing comprehensive services to high-ngedients (as defined in this notice)
(e.g, by mentors and other caring adults; through lpeainerships with community-based
organizations, nonprofit organizations, and othewjlers);

(vi) Creating school climates and cultures thatoee obstacles to, and actively suppor
student engagement and achievement; and

(vii) Implementing strategies to effectively engdgmilies and communities in
supporting the academic success of their students.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

School-level conditions for reform are the standgpdrating procedure in the District of
Columbia. As has already been explained througtieuapplication (particularly Sections E2 3
F2), DCPS launched Office of School Innovation (0812007 to increase the level of
innovation in the district’s school portfolio anal énsure that students have higher quality sch
options. OSl is currently focused on the impleragoh of nine different innovative school
models that engage 58 schools — or 45% of schothisoughout the district. RTTT funds will
enable OSI to expand its reach and support monatound and autonomous schools. Charter
LEAs, by nature of their small scale, are driversahool-level conditions for reform. In
particular, the District of Columbia has strengthshree particular areas (also mentioned abo

(i) Implementing new structures and formats tieeend the school day and school year,

resulting in increased learning timBoth charter LEAs and DCPS believe in the power of
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increased learning time to improve student achiergnMany charter LEAs have extended thg
school day into the evening, providing studentdeitrichment programming and additional
academic learning time. In addition, several DCrighaschools are well known for their Saturd
Schools as well as their summer programs. DCPSdasal out-of-school that it intends to
expand through stimulus funds (see Budget Summgmyendix A2.3). One such program is
Saturday Scholars, in which students in grades di2s on reading and math skills and/or
Advanced Placement (AP) studies. DCPS also oftéygst afterschool programs, including:
academic “Power Hour” and arts and recreation sietsvfor elementary students; and credit

recovery classes, college preparatory classesm@mchment activities for high school students.

DCPS also offers a comprehensive summer schootgmo@pr elementary, middle and high

school students, which provides a variety of academd extracurricular activities for students|.

This summer school program is available at no tmehildren whose parents or guardians are
residents of the District of Columbia.

(v) Providing comprehensive services to high-nestaldentsThere are many school level
innovations in DC that ensure the delivery of coamemnsive services for high-needs students.
example, Full Service Schools (FSS, described ati@eF3) bring together best practice,
instructional design, behavior management, and ahéealth supports for middle schools undg
restructuring status. Eleven middle schools in BGRe currently Full Service Schools. FSS
feature the support of Instructional Coaches, d&tuFamily Care Coordinator, Respect Cent
Mentor, School Mental Health Clinician, 521 Mentand Intensive Wrap Care Coordinator.
Resources are intentionally integrated to systexayiaddress comprehensive student needs

provide caring environments for students.

(vi) Creating school climates that support studamyjagement and achievemddCPS is currently
executing an innovative student engagement inastinategy in 15 schools, called the Capital Gg
Program. The program, a partnership with Dr. Riblaryer, founder of Harvard’s Education
Innovation Laboratory (EdLabs), is based on thekmremise that financial incentives can motiv
students toward positive learning outcomes. In €&aghital Gains school, students earn dollars &
different areas related to student achievemeritidimgy attendance, behavior, and academic
performance. Every two weeks, student progrescaded and students receive their rewards ei
via personal check or direct deposit into individsavings accounts at SunTrust Bank.
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rigorous academic curricula that are inherentlyaneling. For example, DCPS is currently
launching schools with an International Baccalata€dB) model. The goal of IB schools is to
provide a pathway to an internationally recognidgddloma based on a challenging program of
international education and rigorous assessmeumtle8ts who participate in IB programs
experience a comprehensive, inquiry-based apprmeigaching and learning that supports
students in developing an understanding of them owltural and national identity while
engaging with the rest of the world. This programverseen by the Office of School Innovatig
as one of the multiple school innovation modelsgtesd to provide more high-quality school
options for DC students. In addition, the Earlyl€g¢ High School programs mentioned in
Invitational Priority 5 provide an additional indese for students: by attending school and
focusing on their college-level coursework, studeare able to receive college credit and ever

Associate’s degree.

Financial incentives are not the only means of gimgpstudents, however. DC also aims to offer
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